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Abstract 
. Title: A Review of the Primary Extension and 
Challenge (P.E.A.C.) Programne in a Metropolitan 
District, from a parent, teacher and student 
perspective. 
The purpose of this research is to review the Primary 
Extension and Challenge Programne (P.E.A.C.) in a Metropolitan 
District, from a parent, classroom teacher and student 
perspective. 
P.E.A.C. has been operating in Westem Australian primary 
schools for approxi rratel y ; years, yet to date, only one 
evaluation of the P.E.A.C. programne has been conducted. This 
was carried out in the Swanbourne District in 1990. It appears 
vital that the progranme is evaluated and that feedback is 
gained from all those involved - parents, classroom teachers 
and students. 
The sarrple of 106 subjects consisted of students from 
Years 5, 6 and 7 attending P.E.A.C. in the rretropolitan 
district, as well as their respective classroom teachers and 
parents. 
Views on the effectiveness of the prograrrme were obtained 
by the iq>lementation of a questionnaire devised by the 
researcher and given to the sample. 
The questionnaire itself contained 30 fixed-fotrrat 
questions and 5 open-ended questions. The fixed-fotrrat 
questions were categorised into 5 variables - Expectations, 
Future Directions, Identification, OUtcomes and Knowledge. 
ii 
These variables were derived from the literature review and 
from the aims of the P.E.A.C. progranme as stated by the 
Ministry of Education. 
Interviews following a semi-structured format were also 
conducted with the co-ordinator and teachers of P.E.A.C. in the 
metropolitan district. 
The data has been analysed by collating and tabulating the 
results of the carpleted questionnaires. The means and standard 
deviations of each variable have been calculated and compari-
sons made across variables and between groups. Frequencies of 
responses to the open-ended questions have been categorised and 
tallied ancl general corrments regarding comron trends were made. 
CoiTnon themes 
arising from the interviews have also been discussed. 
Any areas of need will be brought to the attention of the 
co-ordinator and teachers of P.E.A.C. in the metropolitan 
district. 
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Chapter 1 - Introduction 
1.1 Background 
During the past decade there has been increasing recogni-
tion of the need to provide for gifted and talented students in 
Western Australian Government Schools. Beazley (1984, p. 318) 
recommended "that meeting the needs of the gifted and talented 
be part of every school' Et policy". He was in agreement with 
Kelly (1983, p, 1) who indicated that "explicit provision 
should be made for students not adequately catered for by the 
usual school programmes". 
The major direction of policy for gifted and talented 
children in w.A. Government schools is to identify students 
who are academically talented and to provide for the needs of 
these students through a variety of school system level and 
school-based programmes. 
The major system level programme operating in W.A. Primary 
schools is the Primary Extension and Challenge (P.E.A.C.) 
programme. The P.E.A.C. programme caters for academically 
talented pupils from years 5-7, using a part-time withdrawal 
system. At present there are 22 P.E.A.C centres operating in 
the Perth metropoli ta .. ~ area and seven in country areas • The 
metropolitan areas are organised into cells of schools, which 
coincide with the various P.E.A.C. centres. 
1 
The P.E.A.C. courses, with designated criteria for 
successful student participation, are advertised to all 
schools. Children identified as academically talented, or those 
who have an interest in a particular area, have the opportunity 
to attend. 
Each metropolitan district bas an Academic Extension 
Co-ordinator, whose tasks are -: 
1. To support the P.E.A.C. teachers and maximise the 
effectiveness of the programme. 
2. To promote school-level programmes. 
3. To respond to individual and teacher requests. 
The P.E.A.C. teachers conduct courses, usually eight per 
term and approximately 2,500 students attend classes each week. 
The identification and selection of students for the P.E.A.C. 
programme is conducted when children are in Year Four. The 
selection process involves standardised testing, teacher rating 
and course criteria. Prior to students sitting for P.E.A.C. 
testing, they must be nominated for selection by their teachers 
or parents. The standardised testing involves two tests -: 
1. TOLA 4 -this test is designed to measure broad 
language and reasoning abilities. 
2. Raven's Standard Progressive Matrices (S.P.M.) -this 
test is designed to measure students' ability to see 
relationships and solve problems. It is a test of 
students' reasoning ability on non-verbal items. 
2 
Typically, children who score in the top 1 - 3 percent on 
the two standardised tests administered are identified as 
academically talented; however children not identified by the 
aforementioned procedures may be nominated for particular 
courses if they meet the course criteria. 
It is important that P.E.A.C. centres "enrich and extend 
the school curriculum for those students who have a record of, 
or an aptitude for, outstanding achievement in a particular 
subject/subjects and whose needs cannot adequately be met in 
regular classes." (Osborne, 1986, p.68). 
The P.E.A.C. programme seeks to -
1. Provide an operational setting in which 
curriculum content and processes appropriate to 
the education of academically talented children 
can be trialled, developed and disseminated to 
schools. 
2. Provide on-going opportunities for teachers to 
widen their experience and to develop greater 
knowledge and skill in the teaching of academi-
cally talented childrsn. 
3. Maintain a visible profile of talented children 
in order to encourage schools to develop and 
implement their own programmes for these 
children. 
(Guidelines for the Operation of Primary Extension and 
Challenge. Ministry of Education, 1987) 
3 
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The main aims of the P.E.A.C. programme as written by the 
Ministry of Education are listed belo'w. 
1. To provide a programme of appropriate short 
courses for academically talented children in 
Years 5-7. 
2. To ensure that course content and learning 
processes are challenging, stimulating, rigorous 
and different from those the child would receive 
in the regular classroom. 
3. To assist schools to identify students for 
academic extension including the selection of 
students for P.E.A.C. courses. 
4. To promote and maintain interaction between the 
P.E.A.C. centre and contributing schools. 
The curricula of the P.E.A.C. centres attempt to provide 
a stimulating, challenging programme which reflects the 
interests and needs of the students. An interest inventory is 
completed by all P.E.A.C. students and the courses offered are 
based, as much as possible, upon the identified interests and 
needs of academically talented students. The courses attempt 
to place emphasis on higher cognitive processes, rather than 
fact acquisition, and self - directed learning is encouraged. 
Students are encouraged to set realistic goals and to 
acquire skills in information-gathering, planning and design. 
In developing the curriculum, both the cognitive and affective 
dimensions are featured and activities are based on Renzulli's 
4 
model (1977) described in paqes 12 ff, as cited by 
Dalton,(1982, p. 12). When p1anninq a proqramme, the P.E.A.C. 
teachers must ensure that it is qualitatively different from 
those available in the normal school situation. 
1 2 S . 'f' f h R h .1901 1cance o t e ~searc 
The siqnificance of this research lies in the fact that 
review of P.E.A.C. proqrammes was limited. It was important 
that a proqramme such as this was reviewed and that feedback 
was qained from all those involved - parents, teachers and 
students. 
In 1990, a review of the Swanbourne District P.E.A.C. 
proqramme was completed by Byers, Williams, McLeod, Steedman 
and Nienaber. On completion of this review, some important 
areas of concern were hiqhliqhted. These were: 
1. inadequate communication between P.E.A.C. 
teachers, classroom teachers and parents. 
2. the need for explicitly stated selection 
criteria. 
3. desire for more places/choices/resources. 
It was apparent that further investiqation of the P.E.A.C 
proqramme was necessary to ensure that courses offered were 
relevant to the needs of academically advanced students. This 
study provides further information to complement the 1990 
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Swanbourne review and gauges participants views on the effec-
tiveness of P.E.A.C. in the metropolitan district. 
1.3 Beaearcb Questions 
The purpose of this study was to obtain perceptions of the 
P.E.A.C. programme in the metropolitan district from the 
perspectives of teachers/parents/students. The. research 
questions were as follows: 
1. what are the expectations of those involved in 
the P.E.A.C. programme1 
2. to what extent does the present programme meet 
their expectations? 
3. what recommendations would they make regarding 
future directions for the P.E.A.C. programme? 
~ Definition of Terms and Abbreviations 
The major terms and abbreviations which are used within 
the body of this proposal are defined below: 
1. Gifted children - this will refer to "any 
child who is outstanding in either general or 
specific ability in a relatively broad or 
narrow field of endeavour" 
Ogilvie (1973), as cited by Dalton, (1982, 
6 
p. 15). 
2. P.E.A.C. - Primary Extension and Challenge. 
This programme is currently operating from 
selected schools within each district 
for the Ministry of Education. 
3. TOLA - Test of Learning Ability. 
4. S.P.M. - Standard Progressive Matrices. 
5. SPICE -· Special Interest Centre operating 
prior to P.E.A.C. programmes from selected 
schools in the metropolitan area. Commencement 
date - 1981. 
6. FUTEC - Full-time Extension Course - also 
operating prior to P.E.A.C. and held at 
selected schools in the metropolitan area. 
Commencement date - 1981. 
7. INTELLIGENCE -"a composite of human traits, 
which includes capacity for insight into 
complex relationships, all of the processes 
involved in abstract thinking, adaptability in 
complex relationships, adaptability in problem 
solving, and capacity to acquire new capacity" 
(Clark, 1988, p. 8). 
7 
Ch§Rter 2 - Beview of Rllated Literature 
This revie~< of literature related to the topic oi: gifted 
children will begin with a variety of definitions of the term 
"gifted" from leading educaturs in this field, culminating in 
a definition which is appropriate for the purpose of this 
research. Following this will be an analysis of the reasons for 
the establishment of gifted programmes for primary school 
children. The review of literature will then outline methods of 
identification of the gifted and analyse a number of programmes 
currently in operation. Finally, methods of evaluating gifted 
programmes will be reviewed and facets of programmes which 
contribute to the development of gifted children will be 
emphasised. 
2 .1 Definitions 
Throughout history the question of what makes giftedness 
has been debated. Many conceptions and definitions have been 
proposed, ranging from conservative to liberal. Ogilvie (1973), 
as cited by Dalton (1982, p. 15) defined gib;ed as "a term used 
to indicate any child who is outstanding in either a general or 
specific ability in a relatively broad or narrow field of 
endeavour". Terman (1926), as cited by Dalton (1982, p. 15) 
believed the term referred to "the top one percent in general 
8 
intellectual ability, as measured by the Stanford-Binet Intel-
ligence Scale or a comparable instrument". 
An rnalysis of the research of Renzulli (1978), as cited 
by Dalton (1982, p. 16) indicated that the type of gifted 
behaviour displayed by creative and productive individuals is 
always the result of interaction among three clusters of traits 
- above average ability, task commitment and creativity. 
Outstanding accomplishments occur when these interacting traits 
are brought to bear on one, or a combination of specific 
performance areas. 
Renzulli (1978), as cited by Dalton (1982, p. 16) stated 
"Gifted and talented children are those possessing or capable 
of developing this set of traits and applying them to any 
potentially valuable area of human performance". 
Clark (1988, p.4l) believes the term gifted "refers to 
individuals who are functioning at or show promise of function-
ing at high levels of intellectual ability". 
In 1972 the u.s. Office of Education released the Marland 
Report which defined gifted children as "those identified by 
professionally qualified persons, who by virtue of outstanding 
abilities, are capable of high performance. These children 
require differentiated educational programmes in order to 
realise their contribution to self and society" (Comerford and 
Creed, 1981 p. 4). It was also stated that gifted children will 
9 
display ability or potential ability in any one of the 
following areas, singly or in combination: 
- general intellectual ability 
- specific academic aptit\\de 
- creative or productive thinking 
- leadership ability 
- visual and performing arts 
- psychomotor ability. 
These definitions lead to the assumption that giftedaess 
involves some measure of natural endowment, although this 
endowment is usually shaped by opportunities for learning and 
development being provided by educational facilities. For the 
purpose of this research, the term "gifted'' will refer to "any 
child who is outstanding in either a general or specific 
ability in a relatively broad or narrow field of endeavour" 
Ogilvie (1973), as cited by Dalton (1982, p. 15) This defini-
tion has been selected as appropriate, as it corresponds with 
the aims of the P.E.A.C. programme, in that it allows for 
students to be academically talented in general fields or in a 
specific field. 
2.2 Reasons for Establishing Gifted Programmes 
Why are gifted programmes necessary ? Advocates of gifted 
programmes have been frustrated for several decades by the 
seeming unwillingness of decision-makers and the general public 
10 
to support funding of programmes for gifted students. Propo-
nents of education for the gifted and talented have asserted 
that students with superior abilities require curricula and 
teaching strategies that are differentiated from those in 
mainstream education (Starko and Schack, 1989). 
The Kelly Report (1983), recognised the fact that there 
exists a group of children of high academic ability, who do not 
perform optimally in areas of the normal school curriculum. It 
recommended that the Education Department continue to develop 
procedures which cater adequately for these children. 
Due to the fact that gifted children are defined as a very 
small percentage of any age cohort, they have never occupied a 
high priority position in the Australian Education system. 
Hence, there have been past difficulties in justifying time and 
money spent on developing gifted programmes. The eighties, 
however, brought changes in Australian education, in that the 
responsibility for gifted children became the system and 
schools' responsibility, encouragement and funding was 
provided, and public support increased. 
It appeared that people were finally realising that 
educational progra~s must be established which cater for all 
members of the population, not just particular groups such as 
the handicapped and other disadvantaged students: 
"Equal opportunity should be provided for those who 
11 
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are gifted, in the same way that the mainstream of 
children is presented with educational challenges. 
Students should be able to realise their full poten-
tial not only because failure to do so is an 
individual loss, but also because it is a corporate 
rational deficit" (National Seminar on the Education 
of Gifted and Talented Children. Commonwealth 
Schools Commission 1981, p. 3). 
The rationalisation of the need to educate a gifted child 
has two thrusts. Individually, it is to complete his/her own 
development, and for society as a whole it maximises the 
material resources of society with input from all levels. 
There has been dissent in the past from some who believe 
that placing gifted children in separate programmes and/or 
classe!:S causes an "elitist" syndrome to develop. Whilst 
recognising that children with special gifts or talents need a 
curriculum responsive to their needs, there has been, neverthe-
less, anxiety that singling out these children may lead them to 
view themselves as "better" than the rest. (Goldberg, 1981, p. 
8). 
Another problem which has been voiced by teachers is that 
giving gifted children more demanding work within the normal 
school classroom will cause separation amongst students. Along 
similar lines, another concern has been that special programmes 
for gifted students can develop a competitive climate which may 
12 
be detrimental for some able students who do not function well 
under competitive conditions. 
Clark (1988, p. 173) believes this elitist factor is one 
to be built upon, and is "justifiable and proper for the 
benefit of society". As she points out, to be elitist in other 
physical or artistic abilities - tennis, painting etc. is 
valued and rewarded in our society. We need to develop our 
intellectually gifted as they also offer society a talent 
which, if developed, will he highly rewarding. 
"It is evident that when needs of the gifted are con-
sidered and the educational programme is designed to meet these 
needs, these students make significant gains in achievement and 
their sense of competence and well-being return" (Clark, 1988, 
p.l74). It is apparent that gifted children benefit from an 
enriched curriculum and learn to work more efficiently. Gifted 
programmes should focus on providing an environment conducive 
to the enhancement of advanced intellectual abilities and 
opportunity for the development of higher level thinking 
skills. 
If gifted children can be provided with programmes which 
encourage these attributes, they can use their vast amounts of 
knowledge to serve as a background for unlimited learning. 
13 
Mossenson (1983, p. 12) emphasises the fact that gifted 
children are special and must be regarded as so; on the other 
hand, he believes that the most successful means of providing 
for them will come from a general reform of the education 
system. Whether this is the case remains to be seen, but it is 
obvious that gifted programmes are necessary in nurturing the 
development of the gifted. "Society will need gifted children 
to play a far more deblanding and innovative role than that 
required of the typical learner" (Clark, 1988, p. 174). 
These children will be the future of the country and their 
development is crucial to providing the high levels of academic 
and intellectual skills required to advance our society into 
the next century. 
z.J types of Programmes 
"Programmes for the gifted may be designed to speed up the 
delivery of content, to examine content in greater depth, or to 
deal with more complex or higher levels of subject matter" 
(Feldhusen, Van Tassel-Baska and Seeley, 1989, p. 106). 
Approaches such as these are accelerative in nature and are 
designed to fit instruction to the capabilities of the gifted 
student. Other gifted programmes may seek to provide alterna-
tives that will enrich the learning experiences of gifted 
students. Enrichment programmes tend to allow students to study 
14 
topics that fit their interests. They also permit study and in-
vestigation of supplementary content. 
Other types of programmes may be individually ~rescribed 
in that they provide instruction that explicitly fits achieve-
ment levels, ability and learning styles of students. 
Some gifted programmes combine all 3 approaches and this 
often provides the best overall method for teaching gifted 
children. 
Kelly ( 1983, p. l-2) "emphasized that programmes should be 
developed which offer-: 
a) enrichment/extension 
b) acceleration 
c) a combination of the above 
d) other approaches". 
Renzulli's Enrichment Triad/Revolving Door Model (1977), 
as cited by Moller (1986, p. 11) is one of the most comprehen-
sive programmes due to its extensive treatment of identifica-
tion, administration, staff training and programme delivery. 
Renzulli discusses 3 types of programme experience. Type 
1 enrichment involves general exploratory experiences which 
expose children to topics and knowledge which are not covered 
in the general curriculum. Type II enrichment attempts to 
develop cognitive and affective processes whilst "Type III 
15 
activities include assisting students in defining problems, 
providing methodology needed to solve the problem and assisting 
in the identification of an appropriate audience to which the 
results may be communicated" Renzulli (1977). as cited by 
Moller (1986, p. 11). 
In Type III enrichment, students should investigate areas 
of particular interest, but some students may choose to work 
exclusively in those subjects where mastery has been estab-
lished. A teacher who attempts to follow the enrichment triad 
as an instructional model will find that the children will need 
to develop independent work habits. "In addition to developing 
independence in the ability to identify and solve problems, 
students should demonstrate increased sophistication in the 
type of problems selected" (Moller, 1986, p. 11). 
Renzulli's Enrichment Triad Model is valuable in that it 
serves two purposes: 
1. students and parents are able to perceive 
developmental progress 
2. primary atudents with limited interest and skills 
who might otherwise focus on extremely narrow 
topics may be guided beyond the level of a simple 
hobby or craft. 
"The Treffinger Individualized Planning Programme Model 
(IPPM) stresses intensive use of information gathered during 
the identification process to plan individualised programmes of 
16 
study for the gifted, based on their talents, strengths and 
interests" (Feldhusen, et al, 1989, p. 107). The model also 
attempts to foster self-direction and independence. 
A major benefit of the IPPM programme is that it provides 
regular classroom teachers with information regarding methods 
and ideas to use when catering for gifted children. The IPPM 
model operates by removing children from the regular classroom 
for specialised tuition. 
There are dangers when 'pull-out' models, such as IPPM are 
used, in that the gifted child may lose motivation in the 
regular classroom due to the fact that a large portion of the 
activites are low-level or slow-paced. 
"The Purdue-Three-Stage Model, developed by Feldhusen and 
Kolloff is essentially an enrichment model, most often 
delivered by a pull-out programme" (Feldhusen, et al, 1989, p. 
107). This model is freqently implemented in resource rooms 
with small groups of gifted children participating. This model 
operates in 3 stages as is suggested by the title. 
The first stage concentrates on thinking skills and basic 
subject content matter. This stage is generally taught at a 
high level and a fast pace, appropriate for the gifted. 
17 
Stage 2 sees broader and more realistic strategies taught 
such as library skills, research skills and future studies. 
Skills such as those aforementioned pave the way to stage 3 
activities. Stage 3 activities involve project-oriented 
applications generally in students' areas of personal interest. 
Stage 3 simulates real-life creative productivity and sees 
students present or perform the end product of their research. 
Another model, 'The Autonomous Learner Model ' , "attempts 
to meet the academic, social and emotional needs of the gifted 
while setting goals of independence or autonomy so that the 
gifted will become responsible for their own learning" 
(Feldhusen, et al, 1989, p. 107). This model is particularly 
strong on individual or personal development of gifted 
children. 
"The use of individualisad educational programmes ( IEPs) 
developed cooperatively by the gifted coordinator and the 
regular classroom teacher, can be a useful mechanism to induce 
specific planning and teaching activities appropriate for the 
gifted" (Feldhusen, et al, 1989, p. 107). With regular 
inservice, classroom teachers are able to learn how to assess 
childrens' abilities and are thus able to plan for higher level 
and faster paced instruction. 
Acceleration is used when gifted children are so far 
advanced that movement to a higher grade is essential. This 
provision is not generally favoured by classroom teachers, yet 
18 
"parents almost universally want acceleration for their gifted 
children" (Comerford and Creed, 1981, p. 39). Early admission 
has become one way of accelerating children and appears 
desirable from a social aspect, in that children do not have to 
leave established friends when moving up one or more grade 
levels. Early admission usually sees children of pre-school 
age entering primary school, thus skipping their preliminary 
year. 
"Although the current view emphasises the acceleration of 
content rather than the acceleration of the student and 
consequent curtailment of the years of schooling, there are 
situations in which actually moving a very gifted learner to a 
considerably higher grade may be desirable" (Goldberg, 1981, p. 
40). Feldhusen, Prnctor and Black (1986) as cited by 
Feldhusen, et al (1989, p. 108) also presented guidelines on 
advancement of gifted children and concluded that it may be 
harmful to a child's social-emotional-academic development to 
not accelerate them if they are ready. 
Many gifted children remain in the regular classroom and 
receive little or no special instruction of any kind. 
Feldhusen (1986) as cited by Feldhusen, et al (1989, p.llO) set 
up a model which offered clear guidelines for differentiating 
instruction for gifted children while serving all children 
well. 
"The model emphasises the following-: 
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1. Frequent evaluation of performance levels in 
basic skill areas. 
2. Extensive use of a variety of individualised 
instructional materials that permit individual 
progress. 
3. Daily plannings by children of their appropriate 
learning activities. 
4. Instructional •nits and learning centres in 
which students can access materials by 
themselves. 
5. Effective record keeping that permits a teacher 
to monitor each student's progress. 
6. Instructional emphasis on teaching children to 
be independent and self-directing. 
7. Cluster seating to encourage cooperative learn-
ing among children". (Feldhusen, et al, 1989, 
p. 110) 
"Curriculum for the gifted and talented must be congruent 
with the characteristics which define them as a distinct 
population. The basic key to curricula for the gifted and 
talented is that they should not receive more of the same, nor 
should they be differentiated only after the >;-ork that all 
children in the regular classroom are expected to complete is 
finished" (Comerford and Creed, 1981, p. 39). It is vital that 
gifted children receive instruction that ensures they remain 
interested and enthusiastic in their learning. Selection of an 
appropriate model for the teaching of these children becomes 
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vital. The use of an appropriate model for the teaching of 
gifted children may structure a programme from primary school 
through to secondary school. 
"Throughout their years in gifted education, students 
should be aware of their educational goals and the progress 
being made towards these goals. With such a system, students, 
parents and administrators may perceive gifted education not as 
a loosely guided series of activities but as a continuous 
programme towards meaningful goals" (Moller, 1986, p. 14). 
The P.E.A.C. programme in the metropolitan distriot cur-
rently adopts Renzulli's Triad Model as a basis for the courses 
offered to academically talented children. The cours~s 
encourage interaction amongst the three basic clusters of human 
traits - above average general or specific abilities, task 
commitment and high levels of creativity. 
On entering P.E.A.C. for the first time, children are 
., 
r 
I 
! 
I 
' ' 
generally offered Type 1 enrichment. The courses "provide a 1 
wide variety of opportunities which introduce to students the 
kinds of topics and areas of study in which it is likely they 
may have an interest" (Dalton, 1982, p. 21). 
Type II enrichment is offered as the child becomes more 
familiar with the P.E.A.C. programme. With this type of 
enrichment it is envisaged that the child will develop the 
processes or operations which will enable them to deal 
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effectively with content. Type III enrichment is offered to the 
older students in the P.E.A.C. programme. These activities 
encourage the student to become an actual investigator of a 
real issue. The teacher aolsumes the responsibility of 
assisting the student to translate a general area of concern 
into a real issue and to provide them with techniques to attack 
the problem. 
At present, the P.E.A.C. teachers select all courses on 
offer at the metropolitan district P.E.A.C. Centre. They then 
present their selections to a committee comprising a su-
perintendent, two princ.ipals of primary schools in the district 
and two parents. The committee is able to offer input which 
may improve the courses or suggest changes to programmes 
presently in operation. 
2.4 Identification 
!dentification of the gifted has always been a universal 
problem. One major concern is that gifted children may not 
co-operate within the normal classroom setting, due to boredom 
and disinterest. Ofter. their potential is not recognised until 
they are tested by a guidance officer, who has been asked to 
see the child by the classroom teacher or parent. 
Other gifted children withdraw into the 'good' child 
syndrome, doing exactly as required and gaining attention only 
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by participating well in school-approved activities such as 
o reading o • "Because the very qualities which cause a person to 
be gifted can be successfully used to hide their giftedness, we 
need to be aware of some identification procedures" (Clark, 
1988, p. 220). 
It is also true that some children have the potential for 
high-level intellectual functioning, but if not challenged or 
given the opportunity to apply these abilities, they may 
perform at a level considerably lower than that which they are 
capable of achieving. 
A major concern is that there is a lack of agreement in 
determining where the cut-off points should be set, thus 
causing inconsistency in the selection of students for 
particular programmes. In some fields there are practical 
difficulties in designing common assessment procedures. "As a 
result, there is a lack of consistency in the standards applied 
for selection from place to place and from time to time" 
(Goldberg 1981, p. 23). 
"Since the distribution of ability in almost any area 
represents a continuum, it becomes necessary to determine some 
point at which potential and/or performance will qualify as 
gifted or talented" (Goldberg, 1981, p. 19). Terman (1925) as 
cited by Goldberg (1981, p. 20) who set about originally 
finding a sample of genius, determined the cut-off point as the 
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top 1 percent of the total age cohort on measured intelligence. 
Cunat (1959) as cited by Goldberg (1981, p. 20) offered 
two categories of highly able pupils. The top 5 percent were to 
be categorised as "gifted" while the top 15 to 20 percent were 
to be labelled •• academically talented". 
Lack of consistency is also apparent when children' a 
achievement scores are used. Children may be selected for 
programmes on the basis of scores gained on certain tests, 
others may be selected if they score at least two and a half 
years above the grade level, and in other cases they must score 
at least one standard deviation above the mean. 
As Mossenson (1983, p. 9) points out "identification will 
cease to be an issue only when the distinction between "gifted" 
and "nearly gifted" students does not lead to the assignment of 
pupils to radically different programmes". At present, some 
systems within Australia and overseas allow students identified 
by quite fallible measures to be given qualitatively different 
learning experiences from peers who score marginally lower on 
the selection instruments. 
In recent years a variety of sources have been considered 
in determining those who are gifted. "An emerging practice is 
to augment the value of tests by inviting subjective nomina-
tions" (Strom, 1981, p. 30). It is common practice now, for 
teachers and parents to nominate children for gifted programmes 
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and peer nomination is becoming more prevalent. There is also 
the occasional self-nomination, although this is rarely used as 
a method of identification. 
The future of gifted education largely relies upon who is 
invited to participate and it is considered important to ensure 
that there is an equitable proportion of minorities and 
disadvantaged children. To encourage diverse potential a wide 
range of talent should be identified, and thus qualify for 
support. 
"In order to honour our collective perception, the 
sources we rely upon for identifying gifted students 
must broaden. If educators will implement these 
conditions, they can expect the approval and 
support of a grateful society" (Strom, 1981, p. 31). 
2.5 Teachers of the Gifted 
Although much has been written about issues related to the 
education of gifted and talented children, there has been very 
little literature which has focused on their teachers. 
Two questions appear to be vital to any review of 
literature relating to teachers of the gifted. Firstly, are 
teachers of significant importance in the education of the 
gifted, and secondly, if this is so, are the characteristics of 
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effective teachers of the gifted different from the character-
istics of effective teachers in the normal 
classroom ? 
Many people believe a child will learn regardless of their 
situation. However a study by Strom ( 1981, p. 10) refuted 
this, as it reported that 45 percent of children with an I.Q. 
of 130 or above had grades lower than a C level. Another survey 
of gifted children who were under-achieving showed that 
"improvement in under-achievers required assistance with 
learning skills and identification with a supportive teacher" 
(Gowan, 1977, p. 20). 
Bloom's study of 'Kaster Teachers', (1982) as cited by 
McNamara (1983, p. 31) showed that part of their effectiveness 
lay in their selection of students for gifted classes, however 
he also attributed the success of these students to their 
teachers, whom he believed played a major role in the develop-
ment of talent. 
"The weight of informed opinion seems to be that gifted 
children will not necessarily achieve spontaneously, and that 
teachers are most likely a significant variable in gifted 
students' learning" (McNamara, 1983, p. 31). 
Goldberg (1981, p. 49) quoted Passow's composite portrait 
of teachers of the gifted, suggesting that these teachers 
should have: 
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"high intelligence, special aptitudes, knowledge of 
their own field, broad knowledge of related fields, 
productivity in a creative area, sensitivity to 
creative expression of students, flexibility of 
standards - not a perfectionist, acceptance of 
differences and original ideas, warmth and 
friendliness towards students". 
In presenting this list of characteristics, Passow et al. 
(1955) as cited by Goldberg (1981, p. 49) raised the question 
"To what extent does each of the following characteristics seem 
to be important in determining who should teach the talented in 
each area ? " • 
Another study by Bishop (1968) as cited by Goldberg (1981, 
p. SO) showed that teachers deemed most successful by 
high-ability students were significantly more mature, had 
higher intelligence, stronger intellectual interests, a higher 
need for achievement and more often viewed teaching as 
intellectually stimulating. They knew their subject well and 
were, as a group, more positively oriented toward special 
provision for the gif~ed. 
Although these traits may distinguish teachers of the 
gifted from normal classroom teachers, it is still not known 
whether the presence of all these traits is necessary for 
success. 
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It appears there are a number of teacher characteristics 
that might plausibly be related to success in teaching gifted 
children. "These include ability to identify the gifted, 
knowledge of the varied individual characteristics of gifted 
children and desire to teach the gifted" (McNamara, 1983, p. 
37). 
Regardless of the characteristics of teachers of the 
gifted, it does appear that extra demands are placed on these 
teachers, over and above those placed on the normal classroom 
teacher. Kelly (1983, p. 4) recognised the fact that there has 
been "a lack of support services for teachers in the gifted 
programme" • He believed that SPICE and FUTEC (later to become 
P.E.A.C.) teachers felt great stress due to: "a) the nature of 
the program b) the lack of policy and clear direction c) the 
lack of clarity regarding status, positions, salary and tenure 
and d) the lack of clear lines of accountability". 
The recommendation of the Kelly Report ( 1983) was that 
extra training should be provided for teachers involved in 
gifted programmes and that experience gained by teachers should 
be documented and communicated to other teachers outside and 
within the programme. 
From the literature it appears that teachers were seen to 
be a significant factor in the development of gifted students' 
learning, however there is no clear evidence regarding 
characteristics which distinguish the successful teacher of the 
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the gifted from the generally successful normal classroom 
teacher. Whilst this is so, argument concerning who should 
teach the gifted will continue. 
2.6 Parents 
"How many hopes and fears , how many ardent wishes and 
anxious apprehensions are twisted together in the threads that 
connect the parent with the child" - Samuel Griswold Goodrich 
as cited by Keirouz (1990, p. 56). 
"Although the parents of gifted children are 'blessed' in 
many ways, they also must deal with a number of problems 
related to their child's giftedness or talent" (Keirouz, 1990, 
p. 56). 
It is vital that educationalists, counsellors, psycholo-
gists and teachers understand the problems which face parents 
and offer support and advice. 
Hackney (1981) as cited by Keirouz (1990, p. 56) had 
parents of gifted children write down their observations about 
having gifted children in the family. The parents identified 
five main areas of concern: 
a) altered normal family role 
b) altered parental self-image 
c) adaptations made in the family 
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d) issues created between the family and the 
neighbourhood or community 
e) issues created between the family and the 
school 
It is almost inevitable that some problems arise whenever 
a schocl or centre attempts to provide for the needs of the 
gifted. Often there is a problem which comes about partly 
because of a lack of co-operation and communication between the 
parents and the school. As Hackney suggests, parents often have 
difficulty viewing their child through the eyes of the teacher. 
Teachers must help children to grow socially and to become less 
dependent on their parenta, however, many parents have trouble 
understanding this and have difficulty accepting the attitudes 
and activities of teachers. 
Sometimes parents have misgivings about the merits of 
acceleration so they refuse to permit a child's participatiofi. 
Others worry that labelling a child as gifted will cause their 
child to develop an inflated self-image which may affect 
personal relationships throughout life. 
It appears essential that schools keep parents informed and 
up-to-date so that these worries are able to be contained. A 
survey conducted by Gallagher et al (1982) as cited by 
Feldhusen and Kroll (1985, p. 219), sought parent response~ 
regarding preferred programme models for teaching gifted 
children throughout the United States. 
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The most popular model was the resource-room/pull-out 
programme (41 percent of respondents) with special classes (23 
percent) the second most-preferred model. Enrichment in the 
regular classroom was selected by 10 percent of the respond-
ents. Gallagher et al noted that special classes were more 
cost-effective than resource-room/pull-out programmes. Also 
noted was the fact that special classes were most popular at 
Grades 3 to 6, yet very few of these classes were organised at 
the primary level and rarely do they extend into high school. 
Research by Bloom and Soshiak (1981) as cited by Feldhusen 
and Kroll, (1985, p. 250), reported results of a five-year 
study with ninety schools and four thousand gifted students, in 
which they found parents to be very interested and concerned 
about their child's education. 
They conducted over 15 000 parent consultation sessions 
and in 90 percent of cases, both parents attended the sessions. 
They reported that many of the parents recognised that the 
school may not be prepared to, or be able to meet their child's 
needs. However, it also reported that these parents were 
prepared to seek out special or alternative services if the 
necessity arose. 
A survey conducted by Feldhusen and Kroll sought parents' 
views and attitudes regarding gifted children and was carried 
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out in the United States in 1985. It required parents to 
respond on a Likert scale of strongly agree to strongly 
disagree on some items and to check alternatives on other 
items. 
A total of 385 families, with one or more high-ability 
children responded to the survey. 
"The results indicated that parents do not perceive their 
present school systems as meeting their high-ability 
youngster's needs. Further, there was substantial agreement 
among these parents that the development of a full-time school 
for high-ability youngsters was merited" (Feldhusen and Kroll, 
1985, p. 250). 
using the data available from Grade 1 to 6 parents, 70 
percent we.re uncertain, disagreed or strongly disagreed with 
the statement that schools are meeting the needs of gifted 
students. It was clear, that in this instacce a large proper-
tion of the parents of the gifted believe tt. the schools are 
not meeting their children's needs or are uncertain as to the 
effectiveness of the programme operating within the school. 
Another conclusion based on the data gathered from this 
research was that a number of parents were willing to support 
the establishment of gifted programmes for their gifted 
children. 
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It seems clear that parents should become more involved in 
the planning and development of gifted programmes. To some 
extent this is occurring within some P.E.A.C. centres in 
Western Australia, in that parent-action groups have been 
formed and have input into the activities and courses which 
operate. 
2. 7 :.valuation 
The evaluation of programmes for the gifted is an area 
receiving increased attention and becoming vitally important at 
local, state and national leve"d· 
"In order to provide information and documentation about 
gifted programmes, educators must plan and implement evaluation 
strategies that will provide results and information that will 
demonatrate succeas beyond the usual expectations" (Beggs, 
Mouw, Barto, 1989, p. 73). 
A comprehensive evaluation should widen the scope of 
issues raised and attempt to answer questions which relate to 
the overall functioning of the programme. 
The evaluation should be broad enough to include assess-
ment of the impact of the programme on students along with a 
thorough description of the programme's actual components. One 
of the most important issues in programme evaluation is that of 
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measurement and/or instrumentation used to assess a programme • s 
effectiveness. 
"Valid measurement is based upon the premise that 
the instruments used to assess a given variable will 
in fact actually measure the variable under 
consideration. Unfortunately, finding those instru-
ments which will assess the goale of gifted 
programmes has been very difficult" (Callahan, 1983, 
p. 4 ) • 
Firstly, the desired outcomes of a programme are often not 
well-defined, if stated at all. Secondly, it is often difficult 
to determine what exactly a programme hopes to achieve in terms 
of student outcomes as 1mll as in terms of implementation. 
An alternative sometimes utilised is a locally constructed 
instrument, which is more likely to come closer to assessing 
the programme's goals and objectives. These are often, however, 
lacking in evidence of reliability and validity acceptable to 
outside audiences. Locally constructed instruments are often 
limited to simple rating scales by programme teachers and thus 
are subject to claims of bias by the person who judges the 
evidence. 
Problems of validity and reliability are major concerns 
in the evaluation of gifted programmes. 
"These pr~blems can be approached from a number of 
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perspectives, but the most crucial involve the 
following steps: 
1. Creating evaluation designs and extending the 
vision of our audiences to the possibility of 
using alternative assessment instruments. 
2. Working to establish validity and reliability of 
those instruments. 
3. Using available instruments to collect further 
normative data to be shared" (Callahan, 1983, p. 
5). 
Another approach to evaluation set out by Renzulli (1981) 
as cited by Callahan (1983, p. 3), suggests the collection of 
data whilst the student is out of the programme and then using 
this as a comparison when the student is in the programme. 
Scriven (1967) as cited by carter and Hamilton (1985, p. 
6) labelled programme evaluation as either formative or 
summative. Formative evaluations are conducted to improve new 
programmes in transition 11hilst summative evaluation is 
characterised by assessment of the outcomes of established 
programmes in determining th•~ir overall effectiveness. Thus, it 
is important that the evaluation process is examined as a means 
of determining outcome effects and as a means of gathering 
information about programmes in order to make them better 
programmes for gifted children. 
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Educators and evaluators of gifted programmes should now 
begin to explore different procedures with which to assess 
traits and skills being addressed in qifted programmes. The 
assessment should involve a great deal of thought, planning and 
decision-making - skills which gifted educators stress in their 
preparation of gifted students. Efforts should also be directed 
towards identifying those facets of a gifted programme which 
cause a desired change in student behaviour and those which do 
not result in change. 
Hattie (1989) stresses the importance of evaluation being 
critical and rigorous and states that research and evaluation 
must be used, rather than the "I know it works, the kids are 
happy" mentality. 
"Programme evaluations will increase in the years 
ahead and long-established gifted programmes will be 
evaluated to determine their effectiveness and to 
identify areas for improvement. New programmes will 
be evaluated for the purpose of demonstrating their 
effectiveness and working out problems which will be 
an inevitable part of their first year" (Carter and 
Hamilton, 1985, p. 5). 
Evaluation properly planned can provide the basis of 
support for gifted programming. "A substantiated programme can 
make a case for itself as being basic for students who need 
differentiated education" (Hall, 1980, p. 12). 
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"In this age of accountability, it is no longer 
sufficient to subjectively determine tha~ gifted and 
talented programmes should continue to exist. Objec-
tive evidence must be provided which documents 
student and programme growth as a result of 
differentiated educational experience based on 
precise organisation, planning, implementation and 
evaluation" (Carter and Hamilton, 1985, p. 11). 
2 , 8 Sl!l!ll!l!l:cy 
Analysis of the research literature reveals that there is 
a very real need for gifted and talented students to be given 
an extended and enriched school curriculum which allows them to 
develop their intellectual and cognitive abilities to their 
full potential. 
Educators, and society in general, have recognised the 
importance of gifted programmes in education today, and the 
responsibility for the development and implementation of gifted 
programmes at the primary level in western Australia lies with 
the P.E.A.C. programme. 
There has been little evaluation of the current gifted 
programmes available for primary age children in Western 
Australia, and it is necessary that some form of assessment 
should occur, so as to indicate the value of these programmes 
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to those concerned and to point to possible areas of improve-
ment. 
2 • 9 · Conceptual Framework 
A conceptual framework was developed to promote un-
derstanding of the issues involved in this research. Variables 
which may affect perceptions of P.E.A.C. were identified. Not 
all variables were considered appropriate for the purpose of 
the research and those omitted have been indicated in the 
diagram (see Appendix I, Figure 1). The variables were omitted 
due to the fact that they had less direct relevance to the 
research. The diagram illustrates however, that they may affect 
the perceptions of the respondents. 
The variables were omitted for a variety of reasons. 
Value of Academic Excellence was omitted as, firstly it is very 
difficult to measure values, and secondly, most people may 
claim to value academic excellence. Determining the extent to 
which a person values academic excellence would be extremely 
difficult. 
Preferred Instructional Style was omitted as this was 
appropriate to only one group in the sample - that of the 
students. It would be inappropriate to question classroom 
teachers and parents regarding a child's preferred learning 
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style as they may have no knowledge of the way in which the 
child best learns. 
Teacher Effectiveness was also eliminated from the 
research due to the fact that classroom teachers and parents 
have no way of accurately knowing how or if their child' s 
P.E.A.C. teacher is effective. Beresay from the child would 
not be appropriate data for any research and thus this variable 
was omitted. 
Those variables identified as directly relevant, were 
selected as the variables for which data was collected and 
analysed. The five variables are explained in detail below: 
- Expectations - Can be summarised as the percep-
tions teachers, parents and students have of the 
courses offered and activities undertaken at the 
P.E.A.C. Centres. 
- Future Directions - Any beliefs or opinions as to 
modifications or improvements required to make 
the P.E.A.C. programme operate more effectively. 
- Identification - Opinions as to whether the 
methods of identification and selection of gifted 
and talented students for P.E.A.C. programmes are 
appropriate. 
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- Outcomes - Whether the P.E.A.C. programmes appear 
to increase learning, promote higher level 
thinking, increase self-confidence, encourage 
lateral thinking, etc. 
- Knowledge - Whether teachers, parents and 
students have sufficient knowledge regarding the 
manner in which P.E.A.C. operates. e.g. Informa-
tion regarding children's progress, parental 
involvement etc. 
These variables were selected from a combination of 
sources. The Swanbourne Review of 1990 identified several of 
these variables as important for the functioning of the 
P.E.A.C. programme. Secondly, the Ministry of Education Policy 
for P.E.A.C. programmes mentions many of these factors. 
Finally, throughout the literature, these five variables 
emerged as important in the evaluation of any gifted programme. 
40 
i 
I 
' I 
1 
' r I 
f 
I 
I I 
' l (· 
i ,, 
·~\· 
' 
ci 
::· 
·'\ ,, 
' 
·;;; 
Chapter 3 - Research Kethgdology 
3.1 Subiects 
The subjects for this study were students from Years 5, 6 
and 7 attending P.E.A.C. classes in the metropolitan district 
in 1991. The classroom teachers and the parents of these 
students were also subjects in the research. A total of 106 
people participated in this study (N = 106), from a possible 
118 people, the number of non-returns thus totalling 12. There 
were 14 teachers, 52 students and 40 parents (of the 52 
students) constituting the sample, The subjects were taken from 
the two schools within the metropolitan district which had the 
highest number of "highlighted students" (see below) attending 
P.E.A.C. Permission for students selected to participate in the 
study was obtained from parents in the form of a signed 
authorisation distributed to the students. 
The metropolitan district chooses its students for the 
P.E.A.C. programme firstly by selecting the top five percent of 
children as identified by testing procedures. These children 
are known as "highlighted" children, It is then possible for 
schools to nominate children they believe will benefit from or 
cope with the P.E.A.C. programme. It is therefore possible for 
schools to have several children attending P.E.A.C., yet have 
very few children in the highlighted section. 
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In this research, tbe two schools selected did not have tbe 
largest number of children attending, but bad tbe largest 
numbers of highlighted children attending. This therefore 
ensured that the research gained responses from gifted 
children, not from those children who were good workers, or who 
bad special interest in one particular area of P.E.A.C. 
3. 2 Instruments 
The review of the P.E.A.C. programme in tbe metropolitan 
district was determined by the administration of a ques-
tionnaire to the classroom teachers, students and parents 
involved either directly or indirectly with the programme (see 
Appendix II). Interviews were conducted with the co-ordinator 
and the 2 teachers of P.E.A.C. in the metropolitan district. An 
interview also took place with a member of a parent-action 
group for parents of children in the P.E.A.C. programme. 
The questionnaire was developed because there was no 
appropriate instrument available which related specifically to 
the P.E.A.C. programme. The questionnaire investigated the fiva 
variables previously discussed in the conceptual frame,.-ork. 
These variables are Expectations, Future Directions, Identifi-
cation, Outcomes and Knowledge. 
There were a total of thirty questions ( 6 within each 
variable) which required a fixed response on a Likert type 
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scale of either strongly disagree, disagree, agree and strongly 
agree with scoring on a one to four basis. Negatively worded 
questions were reverse scored on a four to one basis. The 
four-point scale was selected to ensure that an opinion was 
given for every question. By adding another point to the 
scale, respondents tend to opt for the measure of central 
tendency. Another reason for the selection of four points was 
that children were completing the questionnaire and may have 
responded with an ' unsure ' or ' don ' t know' answer if the 
opportunity was there for them to do so. In their minds this 
ensures that they have not made wh'lt they believe may be an 
incorrect response. "A ranking forces the subject to place 
responses in a rank order according to some criterion. As a 
result, value judgements are made, and the rankings can be 
summed and analysed quantitatively" 
p.266). 
(Thomas and Nelson, 
There were also five questions involving free-format 
open-ended responses which could be answered on a voluntary 
basis. 
A pilot study was conducted using 5 parents, 5 teachers 
and 5 students, in an attempt to establish validity and 
reliability of the questionnaire. The questionnaire was 
administered and the results scored, then the instrument was 
given again at a later date, so as to ascertain the reliability 
of the instrument. Test- re-test reliability was used in this 
instance as the instrument was measuring what is considered a 
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stable construct, not a psychological state which may fluctuate 
dramatically within a short period of time. Due to the small 
number of respondents a correlation coefficient was not 
calculated, however, analysis of the results of the pilot study 
resulted in the alteration of one £;xed-response question and 
one open-ended question. In both instances, the problem lay in 
the wording of the questions and were thus easily amended. 
The instrument was then given to several people with a 
sound knowledge of the P.E.A.C. programme, to determine if the 
content appeared valid. These judges assessed the domain of the 
instrument and determined whether all aspects of this domain 
were represented in the instrument • They also needed to 
determine whether the items covered all relevant aspects 
without over-emphasising any of the items,as well as assessing 
whether the instrument demanded skills other than those which 
were part of the domain. 
Interviews were conducted to provide a qualitative 
supplement to the research. The interviews had two purposes: 
1. validation of the questionnaire. 
2. to provide insight to clarify and explore 
further issues within the P.E.A.C. programme. 
The interviews followed a semi-structured format as this 
allowed relevant facts to be identified. Semi-structured 
interviews have some set questions yet one is not forced to 
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adhere to a schedule if the interview takes a particular 
direction of interest. 
were: 
The set questions which were asked of each interviewee 
1. ''Do you see any problems in the current P.E.A.C. 
programme?'' . 
2. "Are there any specific changes or modifications 
you would like made to the P.E.A.C. programme?". 
3. "How satisfied are you with the identification 
methods? Are there any specific changes you 
would suggest?". 
4. "How are courses selected for the P .E .A.C. 
programmes? " . 
3.3 Design 
The design of this research was a descriptive one which 
involved the collection of data in order to determine the 
current status of the P.E.A.C. programme. Datum was gathered 
using a questionnaire and interviews. The questionnaire 
consisted of thirty fixed-response questions and five 
open-ended questions. The interviews followed a set of 
pre-determined questions, however these were flexible, 
depending on the nature of the responses obtained. 
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3. 4 Proceciure 
During third term (1991), interviews were conducted with 
the co-ordinator of P.E.A.C. in the metropolitan district. 
Information collected from the co-ordinator was used to modify 
and alter the questionnaire. 
-, 
Permissior. ••as then sought from the principals of the two 
schools involved in the sample, to ensure co-operation from 
students, teachers and parents. 
Every mailed questionnaire to the parents and teachers 
was accompanied by a covering l~tter which explained what was 
being asked of the respondent and why, thus encouraging the 
responder to reply (See Appendix II). The letter was succinct 
and brief and explained the significance of the study. The use 
of a stamped, self-addressed envelope further encouraged a 
reply. 
The questionnaire was despatched to all groups involved in 
the study and included a specific deadline date for its return. 
Students had the purpose of the questionnaire explained to them 
orally and then completed the questionnaire in class time. The 
parents and teachers were given a period of 14 days in which to 
complete and return the questionnaire. 
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Anonymity and confidentiality were assured, and it was 
made clear to respondents that results of the research <rould be 
available if des<.red. 
During fourth term interviews were held with the two 
teachers of P.E.A.C. in the metropolitan district. Information 
gathered has been used to ensure that the research is compre-
hensive and that opinions of all groups involved in the 
programme are sought. 
3.5 Limitations of the Stugy 
The following limitations applied to the research project. 
1. Children, teachers and parents from schools within the 
metrpolitan district constituted the s~ple in the research. 
The subjects used were taken from the two schools within the 
metropolitan district which had the highest number of high-
lighted children attending P.E.A.C. classes. As such, the 
sample may not be fully representative of all the schools 
contributing students to P.E.A.C. 
2. In this research, the sample size constituted 106 people in 
total. Given that this sample size was quite small, some 
generalisability problems may arise when attempting to apply 
the findings of the study to a broader population. This 
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problem may be magnified by the fact that the sample was not 
random but was chosen on the basis of numbers of students 
attending P.E.A.C. classes in the metropolitan district. 
3, Questionnaires were administered only to students currently 
participating in the P.E.A.C. programme. No attempt was made to 
include students who had previously participated in P.E.A.C. 
and who are no longer doing so. The data obtained from 
ex-students may have been quantitatively and qualitatively 
different from that of current students. 
4. Answers made on the questionnaire by parents and students 
may have been influenced if one group discussed their answers 
before the other group had completed the questionnaire. 
3.6 Assumptions of the Study 
The following assumptions were made in relation to this 
research project. 
1. The subjects used for the interviews and the questionnaires 
answered the questions related to the P.E.A.C. programme in a 
truthiul manner. It was stressed in the covering letter, and 
explained to the students that it was vital for questions to be 
answered honestly. 
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2. The students had been involved in the P.E.A.C. programme 
long enough to be able to express an informed opinion regarding 
the effectiveness of the P.E.A.c. programme. This assumption 
was made as the children had been attending P.E.A.C. for at 
least six months. 
3. P.E.A.C. teachers had been teaching the P.E.A.C. programme 
for long enough to be aware of factors affecting the operation 
and effectiveness of the programme. This assumption was made 
due to the fact that the teachers had been teaching at the 
P.E.A.C. centre for at least six months. 
3.7 JuStification of Methodology 
There were two methods being utilised for data collection 
in this study. The methods chosen were a questionnaire and 
interviews. 
A questionnaire, rather than an interview for the parents, 
teachers and students was selected as an appropriate 
data-gathering instrument as there were impracticalities 
involved in attempting to see each respondent personally. 
Although there are advantages in administering a questionnaire 
personally, the decision was made that the researcher would do 
this only with the students involved in the sample. 
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A questionnaire is generally cost-efficient and permits 
collection of dat~> from a large sample. "Surveys are usually 
carried out by means of questionnaires since they are cheaper 
than interviewing, guarantee anonymity and avoid possible bias 
due to the presence of the interviewer" (Marshall and Duignan, 
1987, p. 177). Questionnaires also allow a larger sample to be 
used, as access to the people involved is by letter rather than 
through personal contact. 
An important factor to note is that the questionnaire must 
have carefully constructed, relevant questions if it is to be 
an effective data-gathering device. "The terminology of a 
questionnaire can affect the validity of the responses to items 
~nd perhaps even the number of questionnaires completed. The 
'ase of terms which are not readily understood by respondents 
can result in missing responses, or worse, responses based on 
interpretation of meaning different from those of the research-
er" (Marshall and Duignan 1987, p. 177). If these factors are 
taken into account the information collected should be valid 
and reliable. 
The questionnaire which was used included 30 
fixed-response questions as well as an open-ended section at 
the conclusion of the instrument. This gave respondents the 
chance to clarify or justify any responses, or to introduce 
items of concern they believe need attention. An adequate 
response rate was achiev·ed by ensuring that the questionnaire 
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was well-constructed and included a well-written covering 
letter. 
Interviews were also seen as an appropriate method for 
gathering data due to the fact that they "can produce in-depth 
data not possible with a questionnaire" (Gay, 1987, p. 203). 
The interview is appropriate for asking questions which cannot 
be structured effectively into a multiple choice format. 
Another strength of interviews is their flexibility - "You can 
adjust to evolving circumstances, add subjects as the study 
moves along, and keep probing until you get the facts". 
(Murphy, 1980, p. 77). In this research, subjects were 
interviewed individually, as this has been shown to result in 
accurate and honest responses being proffered. One advantage of 
using an interview is that incomplete or unclear responses are 
able to be followed up by the asking of additional questions. 
These methods of data-collection were selected over others 
such as observation and unobtrusive measures as the research 
was looking at people's perceptions of the P.E.A.C. programme. 
Perceptions are not observable and thus lend themselves to the 
data-collection methods selected. 
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Chapter 4 - Besults 
Initially, when the data was collected, the responses for 
each variable were totalled and the mean and standard deviation 
calculated (see Appendix III). "Rating scales with four or more 
points and appropriate verbal anchors can be treated as 
interval level measurement". (Marshall and Duignan, 1987, p. 
179.) This meant that a mean score could be calculated for 
each item and used as a basis for comparing the items. The 
standard deviation provided a measure of the dispersion of 
scores around the mean score and indicated the extent of 
consensus on the mean rating. Responses which scored below two 
on a positively worded question, and responses which scored 
above three on a negatively worded question have been con-
sidered problem areas and these have been identified. A graph 
has been used to allow: 
a) comparisons across items, and 
b) comparisons between groups 
Omitted items have been assigned a value of 2. 5, this 
being the mid-point of a four point scale. 
Secondly, frequencies of responses to the open-ended 
questions have been categorised and tallied and common trends 
have been discussed. A total score for the questionnaire was 
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not relevant in this research, as interest was found on 
individual variables and items. 
Finally, the interviews were taped on a tape-recorder to 
ensure all information gathered was recorded accurately. An 
interview schedule was developed and was used for the writing 
of notes as the interview progressed. Three or four pertinent 
questions were used as the basis for the interview, however the 
interview was designed in a way which encouraged freedom for 
the interviewees to speak about any matters they regarded as 
important. Themes emerging from these interviews have been 
presented and discussed. 
The results for each individual item and the analysis of 
those results is included on the following pages. 
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variable: Expectations 
I~: 1 
Means: Parents - 3.100 
Students - 3.153 
Teachers - 3.143 
Figure 1 
P.E.A.C. Q.lnllonnalre 
111111 &.ny ltMilll 
"P.E .A. C. courses currently on offer are satisfactory." 
Teachers, parents and students generally agreed that 
P.E.A.C. courses currently on offer are satisfactory. Only 
thirteen respondents disagreed with this item, whilst the 
majority agreed or strongly agreed. The mean scores were 
all over 3, indicating a relatively high level of 
satisfaction. 
There was very little range between the mean scores of all 
groups, indicating a high level of agreement as regards 
this issue. 
Variable: ~xpectations 
It•: 6 
Maana: Parents - 3.300 
Students - 3. 673 
Teachers - 3.071 
h'"igure 2 
P.E.A.C. Duntlonnalr• 
llwl6&nret~18 
"P.E .A. C. courses provide experiences not offered in normal 
school." 
Teachers, parents and students all agreed that P.E.A.C. 
provides experiences which are not offered in normal 
school. 
It is interesting to note that all students, and all 
but two parents scored this item with a response of agree 
or strongly agree. Out of the fourteen teachers, one 
strongly disagreed with the statement, and two disagreed 
with the statement, whilst the other eleven responded with 
a positive response. 
The reason for this discrepancy amongst teachers would 
depend on the methods used by particular teachers. 
It may be that the three teachers who responded negatively 
to the question, provide adequately for academically 
talented children within their own classroom. It is 
possible they offer these children the same or similar 
extension work to that which is currently provided by the 
P.E.A.C. programme. 
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Yariabl.e: l!:xpectationa 
Ita.: 11 
Meana: Parenta - 3.300 
Students 3.596 
Teachers - 3.143 
Figura 3 
P.E.A.C, Quntlonnalre 
liM 11 6uf..,. Rnoii'-
'M:W 
"P.E.A.C. courses offer an acadamic challenge to children 
who attend." 
The three qroups were all satisfied with this statement, as 
indicated by the hiqh mean scores. Of the three qroups, 
the teachers scored the lowest mean, suqqestinq that they 
are a little less certain of the academic extension which 
P.E.A.C. courses afford students. There are two possible 
reasons for this discrepancy. 
Firstly some teachers offer academic extension within 
their own classroom, thus it is possible that P.E.A.C. does 
not offer these students extension. Secondly, some 
teachers tend to believe that P.E.A.C. is available to any 
child who shows an interest in attendinq (as indicated by 
the interviews with P.E.A.C. teachers) and is essentially 
there to provide enrichment for interested children. 
Therefore its function is seen as providinq children with a 
different learninq environment and alternative subjects 
rather than providinq an academic challenqs, 
The student qroup had the hiqhest mean which indicates 
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that P.B.A.c. is aatisfying those for whom it caters 
academically. It is interesting to note that no student 
disagreed or strongly disagreed with this statement, thus 
indicating their satisfaction with the courses. 
57 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
i 
I 
' I 
' t t [ 
I 
I ~ 
~ 
' 
" •
' • ( 
' 
' 
' , 
I 
• 
• t 
f 
f 
I 
r 
f 
r 
r 
I 
t 
I 
I 
~-
~ [ 
variable: Expectations 
Means: Parents - 3.012 
Student• - 3.423 
Teachers - 3.357 
Figure 4 
P.EAC. QuuliDMIJre 
11M • s..w,. Atlult. 
"Children attending P.E .A. C. courses are able to pursue 
areas of part.icular interest." 
All groups are satisfied that the P.E.A.C. programme allows 
students to pursue areas of particular interest. The 
students rated this item highly, indicating that P.E.A.C. 
is meeting their individual needs. 
Parents achieved the lowest 
agree with the statement. 
like to see individuals 
thoroughly than they are at 
mean, 3.012, however they still 
This suggests that they would 
needs catered for even more 
present. 
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Variable: Expectations 
It .. : 21 
Mean•: Parents - 3.262 
Students - 3.692 
Teachers - 3.036 
Figure 5 
P.EAC. Cuntionnalre 
lttm 21511'~ ANitt. 
--
"""' 
"P.E.A.C. courses are interesting and stimulating." 
This item rated highly with all groups, achieving means 
between 3.036 and 3.692. It is therefore apparent that all 
groups believe that P.E.A.C. courses are interesting and 
stimulating. 
Students rated this item very highly which indicates 
that those who attend P.E.A.c. courses are very satisfied. 
Teachers rated this item the lowest of the three groups, 
thus indicating that what is interesting anct stimulating to 
students does not hold the same appeal for teachers. It 
may be that teachers already offer these courses in their 
own classroom e.g. electronics is undert·aken in many Year 
Five classrooms, and therefore 
something entirely different 
programme. 
teachers 
offered 
would like to see 
by the P.E.A.C. 
It is also possible that parents and ·teachers rated this 
item lower than the students because they have little 
information regarding the content of a course. It may be 
that with a little extra promotion of course content, 
parents' and teachers' satisfaction would increase. 
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.variable: Expectations 
Means: Parents - 3.325 
Students - 3.442 
Teachers - 3.357 
Figure 6 
P.EAC. Quealionnalre 
lt ... 26 s.n.y Rlllil:l 
--
"""' 
"'l'he opportunity to work with children of similar ability 
is an advantage of attending P.E .A. C." 
The mean ratings for this item were very similar for 
all groups, the range being from 3.325 - 3.442. 
The student group rated this item the highest, indicat-
ing that even at a young age, children are able to perceive 
the advantages of working with others of similar capabil-
ities. 
It is apparent that parents and teachers see this advan-
tage also, and are satisfied that the P.E.A.C. programme 
provides opportunity for students of similar ability to 
meet and work together in a stimulating environment. 
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Variable: Identification 
Item: 2 
Means: Parente - 2.550 
Students 2.212 
Teachers 2.286 
Nota: Reverse Scored 
Figure 7 
P.EAC. Oue•lionnalra 
tt.rn 2 Swnr IWU1II 
"Present selection methods for attendance at P.E.A.C. 
courses need revision." 
The mean scores for all groups for this reverse-scored item 
are below 2. 550, thus indicating that present selection 
methods do need revision. The student mean of 2.212 is the 
lowest score, suggesting that the students would like to 
see a more varied approach for selection into the P.E.A.C. 
programme. This item could be linked with item 19, where 
students indicated that they would like to see more places 
made available in the P.E.A.C. programme. 
The response from all groups reinforces item 31 in the 
open-ended section, which required respondents to rate 
methods of candidate selection as Very Important through to 
Not Important. The results indicated that all groups would 
like to see more comprehensive selection methods employed. 
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.. _.variable: ldentification 
Mooans: Parents - 3.100 
Students - 2.846 
Teachers 3 .143 
Figure 8 
P.EAC. OunlloMiire 
tt.mT &n.y All&tta 
--= 
"Having above average ability is essential for those 
children attending P.E.A.C. coursas. 11 
The mean scores for this item indicate that parents and 
teachers consider above average ability to be an important 
factor regarding attendance at the P.E.A.C. programme. The 
means of both groups are above 3 • 0 , 
mean is 2.846. 
whilst the student 
It seems apparent that those children who attend the 
P.E.A.C. programme, consider it possible that children of 
varying abilities could attend P.E.A.C. classes and cope 
with the work provided. 
Parents and teachers obviously have to make value 
judgements regarding this item, as they have limited know-
ledge regarding the content of P.E.A.C. courses. It would 
be appropriate for them to assume that a programme designed 
for extension and challenge, would therefore only be 
suitable for those children with above average ability. 
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knowledge of the content, ana are, perhaps, more able to 
make an informed judgement regarding the suitability of 
the programme for other students. It is apparent that at 
least some of the attending students strongly disagree that 
above average ability is necessary for attendance at the 
P.E.A.C. programme. 
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Var~able: Identification 
Item: 12 
Maans: Parents - 2.675 
Studente - 2.442 
Teachers - 2.679 
Note: Reverse Sco~ 
Figure 9 
P.EAC, Questionnaire 
lt.rn flSII'v.t Anllt. 
"Teacher selection of children to attend P.E .A. C. courses 
would be more appropriate than present methods." 
All group means are below 3 for this item, indicating 
that teacher recommendation regarding attendance at 
P.E.A.C. is not considered to be more satisfactory than 
present selection methods. Responses amongst all groups of 
respondents were varied and ranged from strongly disagree 
to strongly agree. It is apparent, after looking at 
responses made to item 2, that all groups would like 
changes to be made to selection methods, however a variety 
of methods of candidate selection app.,ars to be favoured, 
rather than only one method, particularly a method which 
could be subject to bias. 
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Variable: Identification 
It""': 17 
Means: Parents - 2.900 
Students - 3.077 
Teachers - 3.143 
Figure 10 
P.E.A.C. Oueatlonnalre 
11111117 Slney Rntlm 
--= 
"Children with specific area talents should be able to 
attend P.E.A.C. courses." 
Generally it appears that all groups would like to see 
children with particular area talents attend P.E.A.C. 
courses, however students and teachers rated this a higher 
priority than did parents. The reason for this may be that 
parents regard the P.E.A.C. programme as suitable for those 
with general academic ability rather than ability in one 
specific area. It appears that students and teachers are 
more able to see the advantages in sending a child who may 
have a specific talent in one area only. 
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Variable: Identification 
Itam: 22 
Means: Parents 
Students 
Teachers 
- 3.000 
- 2. 962 
- 2.857 
Nota: Reverse Scored 
Figure 11 
P.EAC. Quutlonnll/8 
lt.m22 Swwy RIUb 
--= 
"Creative children and lateral thinkers are not selected 
for P.E.A.C. courses." 
Responses to this item varied greatly and it is likely 
that answers were based upon respondents knowledge and 
understanding of the terms 'creativity' and 
'lateral-thinking'. 
Parents were satisfied with this statement as indicated by 
the mean score of 3. Students and teachers were a little 
less satisfied as indicated by the mean scores of 2.962 and 
2.857 respectively. It is possible that the reason for 
this is that both these groups have more knowledge of the 
subject - the students because they attend the courses and 
know the abilities of others who attend, and the teachers, 
because during their training they would have been given 
information regarding creativity and lateral-thinking. 
In general it appears that all groups believe that the 
P.E.A.C. programme adequately provides for students who are 
either creative or think laterally. 
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Variable.: Identification 
Item: 27 
Means: Parents 
Students 
Teachers 
- 3.212 
- 3.000 
- 3.357 
Figure 12 
P.EAC. Questionnaire 
tt.m 27 s.n.y RRIIa 
--= 
"The ability to work independently should be a major 
criterion in the selection of children for P.E.A.C." 
It is apparent from the high mean scores that all 
groups consider the ability to work independently to be an 
integral part of the P.E.A.C. programme. 
It is interesting to note that only l teacher and 4 
parents disagreed with this item, whilst nobody from either 
of these groups strongly disagreed. 
The students' responses varied quite markedly and included 
2 strongly disagrees and ll disagrees. It may be that the 
students who responded in this way had participated in 
courses which involved group work rather than individual 
effort and thus they responded accordingly. 
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Variable: Outcomes 
Item: 3 
Means: Parents - 3.425 
Students - 3.596 
Teachers - 2.786 
Figure 13 
P.E.A.C. Oueatlonnalre 
tt.tn 3 &.rwt RniA11 
"P.E.A.C. courses encourage the development of more 
positive attitudes to learning." 
There was a substantial difference between the item mean of 
the teachers when compared with the item means of the 
students and parents, as indicated by the scores of 2. 7 86, 
3.596 and 3.425 respectively. 
Teachers' opinions were varied on this item, with 9 out of 
14 responding positively to the statement. This left 6 
teachers who responded negatively to the statement, thus 
indicating some dissatisfaction amongst this group. These 
results were in stark contrast with the other groups where 
negative responses were extremely low 2 negative 
responses from students and l negative response from 
parents. 
The reason for this discrepancy may lie in the fact that 
children enjoy attending P.E.A.C. and look forward to 
learning something different each week. Parents may pick 
up positive feelings from their children as regards 
P.E.A.C. classes and thus believe that P.E.A.C. courses 
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develop positive attitudes to learning. Teachers, however, 
often do not see children after they attend classes, as 
many children go home straight after their class. Therefore 
teachers may not have as much opportunity to discuss 
courses with children and hence may have little knowledge 
regarding how the child feels about the particular course 
being studied. 
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Variable: OUtcomes 
Item: 8 
Means: Parents 
Students 
Teachers 
- 3.350 
- 3.557 
- 2. 929 
Figure 14 
P.EAC. Oueatlonnalre 
rt.m 8 &ntY Anllt. 
"P.E.A.C. courses increase a child's general knowledge." 
Parents and students both agree that P.E.A.C. courses 
increase a child's general knowledge, as indicated by their 
item means of 3.350 and 3.557 respectively. 
Teacher responses were more varied with answers ranging 
from disagree to strongly agree. Of the 14 teachers, 5 
responded with a negative answer, as compared with the 
parent group which had only 1 negative response out of 40, 
and the student group which had 1 negative answer from 52 
responses. 
It is possible that teachers' perceptions as to what 
determines a good general knowledge differ from the parents 
and students. They may consider that children who have a 
good knowledge of their teaching matter are those with a 
good general knowledge, whilst parents and students may 
consider that a good knowledge of world events constitutes 
a good general knowledge. This difference in definition 
may well be the reason for the discrepancy in the item 
means of the three groups. 
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Variable: Outcomes 
Item: 13 
Maans: Parents - 3.350 
Students - 3.307 
Teachers 3.036 
Figura 15 
P.EAC. QueslioMalre 
tt.m 13 Sl.lfty ReiUIW 
"P. E .A. C. courses increase a child's self-confidence." 
There was general consensus amongst the three groups that 
P.E.A.C. does increase a child's self-confidence. This is 
indicated by the relatively high item means achieved by all 
groups. The reasons for the high scores may be due to the 
fact that P.E.A.C. classes generally cater for small groups 
of children, thus providing more opportunity for the 
sharing and discussion of each child's thoughts and ideas. 
Having a sense of belonging and feeling secure in an 
environment usually culminate 
self-confidence and self-esteem. 
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Variable: OU tcomas 
Means: Parents 
Students 
Teachers 
- 3.000 
- 3.105 
- 2. 821 
Figure 16 
P.E.A.C. OU&atlonnalre 
'*" 15&1!'4y ~~ 
"Problem-solving skills are developed through attendance at 
P.E.A.C. courses." 
Item means were fairly similar between all groups, although 
the teachers' mean was slightly lower, being 2.821 as 
compared with the students - 3 .1 OS and the parents - 3. 0. 
The general consensus was that problem-solving skills are 
developed through P.E.A.c. courses to some extent. 
The teachers mean may be lower due to the fact that they 
themselves teach problem-solving and therefore do not see 
it as something develo1)ed by attendance at P.E.A.C. 
courses. Parents and students may however, believe 
problem-solving skills are developed through attendance at 
P.E.A.C. classes, especially if the child takes one of the 
problem-solving courses currently offered. 
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Variable: 
Item: 
Means: 
Nota: 
Outcomes 
23 
Parents - 2.850 
Students - 2.231 
Teachers - 2.750 
Reverse Scored 
Figure 17 
P.EAC. Questionnaire 
lt.m 23 ~ AtNtll 
--= 
"Attendance at P.E.A.C. courses causes an elitist attitude 
to develop in children." 
The students tend to agree with this reverse-scored item, 
thus indicating that attendance at P.E.A.C. causes an 
elitist attitude to develop in children. The teachers and 
parents seem to believe that an elitist attitude does not 
necessarily develop from attendance at P.E.A.C. courses. 
A strong argument can be made for the student response 
to this statement, as they are the ones who attend P.E.A.C. 
courses and thus they meet and interact with other children 
who attend. Therefore if they believe that children tend 
to regard themselves as elite, it is quite feasible that 
this is occurring to some degree. It is necessary to 
point out however, that children may generalise an issue 
and thus if they can think of 1 or 2 cases where children 
consider themselves elite, they may generalise this to the 
rest of the children who attend. Parents and teachers have 
probably been more realistic, realising that this elitist 
attitude occurs infrequently, and is therefore not a common 
problem in children who attend P.E.A.C. courses. 
Var.iabla: Outcomes 
Itam: 28 
Means: Parents - 3.062 
Students - 3.057 
Teachers - 3.071 
Figure 18 
P.EAC. Ouotlionnalre 
lttrn 2a S~~rwv Aclllita 
--= 
"P.E.A.C. courses foster independence in children." 
There is a general consensus amongst all groups that 
P.E.A.C. courses foster independence in children. The item 
means of 3.062, 3.057 and 3.071 indicate that the three 
groups scored in a similar fashion when responding to the 
statement. 
One of the aims of the P.E.A.C. programme is to develop 
independence in the children who attend, and these figures 
indicate that teachers, students and parents consider that 
this aim is being met by the courses held at the P.E.A.C. 
centre. 
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Variable: FUture Directions 
It..,.: 4 
Means: Parents 
Students 
Teachers 
- 3.125 
- 3.404 
- 3.286 
Nota: Reverse Scored 
Figura 19 
P.E.A.C. Ou&&Uonnalre 
ltern4&n.y~ 
--= 
"P .E .A.C. courses should not be held in school hours." 
All three groups disagreed with this negative statement, 
indicating overall approval of P.E.A.c. courses being held 
in school hours. The parent group scored the lowest item 
mean with a score of 3.125. This would seem to indicate 
that the parents may wish to change the scheduling of 
P.E.A.C. courses, to either early morning or late 
afternoon, so as to alleviate transportation problems. This 
correlates with item 9 regarding the withdrawal method and 
also item 14 which concerns transportation. 
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Variable: Future Directions 
Figure 20 
Item: 9 
Means: Parents 
Students 
Tea chars 
"The withdrawal 
satisfactory." 
- 2.687 
- 3.144 
- 2.929 
P.E.A.C. Queatlonnalro 
118m 9 ~ ReNt. 
method presently in operation is 
Teachers and students appear quite satisfied with the 
withdrawal method of attendance currently in operation, as 
indicated by the mean scores of 2.929 and 3.144 
respectively. Parents, however, were a little less 
satisfied, as shown by their mean score of 2.687. The 
reason for this may be linked with the issue of transport 
(see item 14) as many parents have difficulty transporting 
their child to and from the P.E.A.C. centre. 
When analysing the re•ponses made by parents it is 
interesting to note that only 2 parents strongly agreed 
with the withdrawal method as compared to 13 students and 1 
teacher. Only 2 teachers disagreed with the item whilst 
none strongly disagreed. No students strongly disagreed 
with the item whilst only 4 students disagreed with the 
item. The parent group, however, had 3 respondents who 
strongly disagreed with the withdrawal method and 7 
76 
respondents who disagreed with the method. Thus it appears 
that it may be necessary to further investigate this item 
amongst parent groups, so as to ascertain the exact reason 
behind their dislike of the current withdrawal method. 
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Variable: Future Directions 
Item: 14 
Means: Parents - 1.950 
Students - 1.827 
Teachers - 2.143 
Nota: Reverse Scored 
Figure 21 
P.E.A.C. Ouoalionnalfe 
111m M Surv.y Al&tl!l 
"Transport problems have affected attendance of children at 
P.E.A.C. courses." 
The issue of transportation to and from the P.E.A.C. 
Centre appears to be a contentious issue amongst all three 
groups, as indicated by the very low mean scores shown 
above. 
Teachers rated this item slightly higher than did 
parents and students, however the reason for this may lie 
in the fact that teachers are not directly affected by the 
transport issue. It is possible that a teacher may be 
oblivious to the fact that a child in their class is not 
attending P.E.A.C. classes due to a transportation problem. 
It is interesting to note that over the three groups 
there are very few respondents who do not consider trans-
port to be a problem. This notion is reinforced in he 
open-ended section where a large number of respondents 
mentioned transportation as a major problem and it is 
th<~refore an issue which needs to be addressed as quickly 
as possible. 
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Variable: Future Directions 
It""': 19 
Means: Parents 
Students 
Teachers 
- 2. 275 
- 1. 750 
- 2. 071 
Note: Reverse Scored 
Figure 22 
P.E.A.C. Oueationnllre 
lttlm19 S...wty IVtl.b 
"More places should be made available for children to 
attend P.E.A.C. courses." 
The mean scores for this reverse scored item indicate that 
all groups would like to see more places become available 
foe students to attend the P.E.A.c. programme in the Balga 
District. 
Students in particular are dissatisfied with the 
number of places currently availabl~ and this was rein-
forced by several of the students in the open-ended 
section. 
Parents and teachers also consider this an issue which 
needs addressing, however, economically it may be 
impossible for the centre to create more places. It also 
needs to be noted that the aim of the P.E.A.c. Centre is to 
provide extension and challenge to academically able 
students, and therefore by providing more places, this may 
enable children who are not in this category to attend the 
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P.E.A.C. courses. The danger then lies in the fact that the 
P.E.A.C. programme will begin to cater for the mainstream, 
and once again, the more able children will be left to 
extend themselves. 
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variable: Future Directions 
Item: 24 
Means: Parente 
Students 
Teachers 
- 2.250 
- 1. 942 
- 2.000 
Nota: Reverse Scored 
Figure 23 
P.EAC. Oueatlonnalre 
H.m 24 Slimy IWU'-
--= 
"P.E.A.C. classes should ba held at our own school." 
The item means are all at or below 2. 25 for this reverse 
scored item, indicating a general dissatisfaction with 
P.E.A.C. courses being held away from the students' own 
school. Students expressed the strongest desire to have 
P.E.A.C. courses at their own school, their mean score 
being 1.942. 
The dissatisfaction of the students 
comments written in response to 
open-ended section of the survey. 
81 
is supported 
Question 35 
by the 
in the 
I 
I 
I 
t 
I 
I ~' 
! 
~ [' 
t 
r 
Variable: Future Directions 
Item: 29 
Means: Parents 
Students 
Teachors 
- 2.325 
- 2.365 
- 2. 679 
Note: Reverse Scored 
Figure 24 
P.E.A.C. Questionnaire 
Item 29 5o:a'wy AIIIU!Is 
--= 
"Full time classes for academically talented children 
should be available." 
There was a mixed response to this reverse-scored item 
as indicated by the mean scores for each group. 
Parents and students are generally not in f.avour of 
full-time classes for academically able students, however, 
teachers, ••ith a mean score of 2. 679, are perhaps, slightly 
in favour of these full-time courses being made available 
to suitable children, 
The reason for this difference may lie in the fact that 
some teachers find it difficult to provide for academically 
able students in their own classroom and full-time classes 
would alleviate this problem. 
When linking this item with item 34 in the open-ended 
section, it is apparent that many of the respondents would 
prefer other alternatives to full-time classes e.g. special 
classes within the regular school. 
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Variable: Knowledge 
zt ... : 5 
Means: Parents 
Students 
Teachers 
- 2.250 
- 2.038 
- 1. 786 
Note: Reverse Scored 
Figure 25 
P.EAC. Queallonnalre 
ltm1J i5 SlniY Rllllill 
--= 
"Mora information regarding P.E .A. C. courses i.s necessary 
for classroom teachers and parents." 
Item means for this reverse scored item were very low for 
all groups, indicating that more information is necessary 
regarding P .E .A.C. courses. The teachers' mean was 
particularly low, being 1. 786, thus suggesting that this 
group considers themselves to be affected by the lack of 
information more than the other two groups. Of the 14 
teachers in question only 3 disagreed with the negative 
statement, whilst 6 strongly agreed 
Parents and students had slightly 
respondents disagreeing with the 
resulting in the higher item means for 
83 
with the statement. 
higher numbers of 
negative statement, 
these two groups. 
Variable: Knowledge 
Item: 10 
Means: Parents - 2. 325· 
Students 2.827 
Teachers - 2.500 
Figure 26 
P.E.A.C. OU&alionnalre 
Item 1D &6ny RnJts 
"Increased parental involvement should be encouraged." 
Item means vary between 2.325 and 2.827, with parents 
regarding the issue of parental involvement as an 
unattractive idea, whilst the students tend to believe it 
is worthy of merit. The teachers' mean of 2.5 suggests 
that half of this group considers the idea a suitable one, 
whilst the other half believes it to be unsuitable. 
The reason students may find the idea of parental involve-
ment attractive could lie with the fact that some children 
feel more secure when their parents are with them, and thus 
they may produce better work. It may also be possible that 
children with working parents would like to see their 
parents more involved with their schoolwork in general, 
hence their reasons for responding positively to this 
statement. 
Parents may consider this idea an unsuitable one as they 
may believe it hinders the development of independence in 
children. 
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Variable: Knowledge 
Item: 15 
Means: Parents 
Students 
Teachers 
- 2.100 
- 2. 000 
- 1. 714 
Nota: Reverse Scored 
Figura 27 
P.E.A.C. Questionnaire 
ltllm 15 an.y ReiU!tl 
''Mora comprehensive reporting from the P.E.A.C. centre is 
required." 
The means for this reverse-scored item were low indicating 
that all groups believe that more comprehensive reporting 
is required from the P.E.A.C. Centre. 
Teachers ranked this item the lowest with a mean of 
1.714. Of the 14 teachers responding to the question, only 
3 believe that the P.E.A.C. Centre provides adequate 
reporting of children's progress. 
With the means ranging from 1. 714 to 2.1 it is apparent 
that this is an area which needs to be given attention by 
the P.E.A.C. Centre. 
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Variable: Knowledge 
Means: Parente - 2.362 
Students - 2.654 
Teachers - 2.321 
Figure 28 
P.EAC. Questionnaire 
tt1111 20 &.v.y IW8Uitl 
~­
= 
"Methods of selection for children attending P.E.A.C. are 
clearly explained." 
Parents and teachers consider that methods used for 
selection into P.E.A.C. are not clearly explained. 
Students are fairly divided in their opinion with 28 
students aqreeinq or stronqly aqreeinq with the statement, 
whilst 24 disaqree or stronqly disaqree with the state-
ment. 
The reason for this difference may be that students 
receive verbal feedback constantly, as well as the written 
certificate at the culmination of each course. Parents and 
teachers only see the certificate which indicates the 
child's achievement levels, at the conclnsion of each 
course, hence they only learn of a child's problems or 
difficulties when, ultimately it is too late to act. 
This is another area of concern which needs to be qiven 
attention both by the P.E.A.C. staff and also by the class-
room teachers and the childrens' parents, who need to 
inform the P.E.A.C. teachers of chanqes they believe would 
be beneficial in this matter. 
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Variable: Knowledge 
Itlllll: 25 
Means: Parents 
Students 
Teachers 
- 2.338 
- 2.269 
- 2.214 
Note: Reverse Scored 
Figura 29 
P.EAC. Questionnaire 
lt1m 25 Surny ~ 
--= 
"Attendance at P.E.A.C. causes children to miss important 
aspects of regular school. 11 
All groups are agreeing with the negative statement, 
indicating that they believe children are missing important 
aspects of regular school through attendance at P.E.A.C. 
The low item means of 2.214, 2.338 and 2.269 for 
teachers, parents and students respectively, show that this 
is an area of concern which needs attention. 
It is difficult to proffer a solution to this problem, 
however, because opinions given in item 4 suggest that 
the majority of parents, teachers and students do not wish 
to have P.E.A.C. conducted outside normal school hours. As 
this seems to be the only solution to this problem it may 
be that children attending P.E.A.C. courses will, at times, 
miss out on important areas of regular school work. 
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Variable: Knowledge 
Item: 30 
Means: Parents - 2.125 
Students - 1. 635 
Teachers - 1.214 
Nota: Reverse scored 
Figura 30 
P.EAC. OU9stionnalre 
tt11m JO &..-.,.y Resull!l 
"P.E.A.C. teachers communicate regularly with classroom 
teachers." 
All three groups indicated that P.E.A.C. teachers do not 
communicate regularly with classroom teachers. The teacher 
group in particular believed this to be an important issue 
as indicated by the item mean of 1. 214, suggesting that 
they certainly do not receive enough information or 
feedback from the P.E.A.C. teachers. 
The other two groups, parents and students also indicated 
that this was an area of concern, as shown by their mean 
scores of 2.125 and 1.635 respectively. 
Although these scores also indicate that there is not 
enough communication between P.E.A.C. teachers and 
classroom teachers, it is the item mean of the teacher 
group that causes the most concern. 
When analysing the survey results, ten percent of the total 
of forty respondents in the parents group, noted that they 
could not give an informed answer to this question. 
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It is obvious from these results that there is a strong 
need for greater levels of communication and feedback from 
P.E.A.C. teachers to classroom teachers. 
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4 1 0 . . .uest~onna1re Data 
After careful analysis of the data collected, it is 
apparent that the variable of knowledge is the one which causes 
concern to all three groups involved in the survey: From the 
data it can be seen that 4 out of the 6 items scored 2.5 or 
below by all groups, indicating problem areas. These were 
items 5, 15, 25 and 30. The other 2 items [10 and 20] scored 
2. 5 or below with the parents and teachers, suggesting that 
these are also, to some degree, areas which need attention. 
The variable of expectations had all items scoring well as 
indicated by the mean scores which were all over 3.0. It can 
safely be stated that parents, teachers and students expecta-
tions are, in general, met by the P.E.A.C. programme. 
The variable of outcomes was also generally satisfactory, 
with most items scoring means above 2. 7. The only area 
considered a problem was that regarding students developing an 
elitist attitude through attendance at P.E.A.C. classes. This 
was, however, only seen to be a problem by the students, as 
indicated by the mean score of 2.231. 
The future directions variable also had several areas 
which were highlighted as problems, particularly items 14, 19, 
and 24. These items' means were all below 2.5 suggesting that 
attention is needed in these areas. Item 29 was also considered 
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a problem by students and parents as indicated by the mean 
scores of 2.365 and 2.325 respectively. 
The final variable, identification, had one item which was 
considered a problem area by teachers and students, this being 
item 2. The parents were also only a little less concerned, 
with their mean score being 2.550, suggesting that almost half 
the parents believe selection methods need revision. 
Standard deviations of the individual person totals were 
calculated for each variable, so as to indicate the dispersion 
of scores around the mean. 
Standard Deviation of Person Totals for Each Va.dable 
Table 1 
Knowledge 
---------------------------------------------------------------Respondent 
Teachers 
Parents 
Students 
N Person Total Mean 
14 
40 
52 
11.75 
13.50 
13.42 
Standard Deviation 
2.208 
1.843 
2.171 
---------------------------------------------------------------
Identification 
---------------------------------------------------------------Respondent N Person Total Mean Standard Deviation 
---------------------------------------------------------------Teachers 
Parents 
Students 
14 
40 
52 
17.46 
17.43 
16.53 
1.802 
2.173 
2.172 
---------------------------------------------------------------
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Outcomes 
--
---------------------------------------------------------------Respondent N Person Total Mean Standard Deviation 
------·---------------------------------------------------------
Teachers 
, Parents 
Students 
14 
40 
52 
17.39 
19.00 
18.89 
2.632 
2.316 
2.204 
---------------------------------------------------------------
Future Directions 
---------------------------------------------------------------Respondent N Person Total Mean Standard Deviation 
----------------------------~----------------------------------Teachers 
Parents 
Students 
14 
40 
52 
15.10 
14.61 
14.43 
Expectations 
2.705 
2.062 
2.221 
---------------------------------------------------------------Respondent N Person Total Mean Standard Deviation 
---------------------------------------------------------------Teachers 14 
Parents 40 
Students 52 
19.10 
19.30 
20.98 
2.185 
2.681 
1.793 
--------------------------------------------------------------·-
These figures show that the standard deviations for each 
of the groups of respondents and each of the variables are 
guite similar, and indicate that responses are not very widely 
dispersed. 
The smallest standard deviations of responses were for 
Teachers - Identification (1.802) and Students - Expectations 
(1.793), while the largest standard deviations were for 
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Teachers- Future Directions (2. 705) and Parents- Expectations 
( 2. 681). To interpret the standard deviation an example is 
qiven below. 
Teachers - Identification 
Two -thirds (66.7%) of totals for teachers in the variable 
Identification would be within the ranqe : Mean + or - 1 
standard deviation e.q. 11.75 +or -1.80 = 9.90 to 13.55. 
I 
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The following is a summary of the open-ended section which 
appeared in the questionnaire. It is important to note tha~ 
not all respondents answered this section, whilst some answered 
parts of gllestions while leaving other parts unanswered. 
Therefore there is often a discrepancy regarding total scores 
for some items and there may be an uneven number of total 
answers in some areas. 
Question 31. 
"Please rate the following methods of candidate selection on a 
basis of very important (VI), important (I) or not important 
(NI)". 
Rating of Importance of Selection Methods 
Table 2 
Parents (N = 40) 
standardised Very Important 
Tests in (VI) % 
Imp<>rtant 
(I )• % 
Not Important 
(NI) % 
--------------------------------------------------------------Reading 21 56.70 15 40.50 1 2.70 
Mathematics 18 48.60 18 48.60 1 2.70 
Intelligence 23 58.90 15 38.40 1 2.50 
Teacher 17 44.70 19 50.00 2 5.26 
Recommendation 
Parent Nomination 5 13.80 13 36.10 18 50.00 
Peer Nomination 0 o.oo 4 10.80 33 89.10 
Self nomination 4 11.40 15 42.80 16 45.70 
Creativity 12 32. « 0 22 59.40 3 81.00 
Creative Writing 8 21.60 25 67.50 4 10.80 
-------------------------------------------------------------
' 
'•! 
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Teachers (N = 14) 
Standardised Very Important Important Not Important 
Tests in (VI) % (I) % (NI) % 
--------------------------------------------------------------Reading 
Mathematics 
Intelligence 
Teacher 
Recommendation 
7 50.00 
5 35.70 
8 57.10 
10 76.90 
Parent Nomination 2 14.20 
Peer Nomination 
Self Nomination 
Creativity 
Creative 
Writing 
0 
0 
o.oo 
o.oo 
6 46.10 
2 15.30. 
6 42.80 
8 57.10 
5 21.40 
2 15.30 
6 42.80 
2 16.60 
5 35.70 
5 38.40 
8 61.50 
Students (N = 52) 
Standardised Very Important Important 
Tests in (VI) % (I) % 
1 7.10 
1 7.10 
1 7.10 
1 7.69 
6 42.80 
10 83.30 
9 64.28 
2 15.30 
3 23.00 
Not Important 
(NI) % 
---------------------------------------------------------------Reading 12 23.00 
Mathematics 19 36 .so 
Intelligence 36 69.20 
Teacher 26 50.00 
Recommendation 
Parent Nomination 10 19.20 
Peer Nomination 8 15.30 
Self Nomination 
Creativity 
Creative Writing 
6 12.20 
14 26.90 
7 13.40 
95 
36 69.20 
26 so.oo 
14 26.90 
16 30.70 
17 32.69 
8 15.30 
8 16.30 
31 59.60 
23 44.20 
4 7.69 
7 13.40 
2 3.80 
10 19.20 
25 48.00 
36 69,20 
35 71.40 
7> 13.40 
22 ,42.30 
Parents 
The parents of children involved in the P.E.A.C. course 
rated standardised tests of Intelligence, Reading and Mathemat-
ics as the most impqrtant selection methods. These three 
selection methods were rated as either very important or 
important by 97 percent of the respondents, and very important 
by 48.6 to 58.9 percent. Teacher recommendation of students to 
attend P.E.A.C. also rated very highly, with 94.7 percent of 
the respondents rating this method as either very important or 
important, and 44.7 percent as very important. 
The three most common historical standards for measuring 
giftedness and academic potential in any student:- Intelli-
gence, Reading and Mathematics, remain the most recognisable 
and desired methods of student nomination for parents of those 
students. 
"Whatever the shortcomings of intelligence tests, they 
still remain the best technique for identifying the intellec-
tually gifted." (Belcastro, 198'/, p. 208.) 
Creativity and Creative Writing, while scorJ.ilg a lower 
percentage of parents rating them as very important, still 
achieved overall ratings of 91.8 and 89.1 percent respectively 
for very important or important. This could reflect a growing 
movement away from the standard measures mentioned above to 
other worthwhile talents recognisable in children such as 
creativity, independent thinking and lateral lchinking. 
The high rating given to teacher nomin.ation shows that 
parents also appear to recognise that teachers are generally in 
a better situation to recognise the individual talents of 
students in the overall classroom situation, and can better 
rate that student's level of academic giftedness against the 
general student population. 
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Teachers 
Teachers, predictably, rated teacher nomination as the 
most important method of student nomination for P.E.A.C. 
Teachers would generally believe that their day-to-day contact 
and assessment of their student's capabilities and performance 
place them in the best position to determine if any student has 
the potential or capability to benefit from attendance at the 
P.E.A.C. courses. 
The standard historical measurement and nomination methods 
of Reading, Mathematics and Intelligence tests also rated 
highly overall, with 86.5 percent or more rating those methods 
as very important or important. Teachers are also using these 
perforiJiance and ability measuring instruments to confirm their 
judgements of a stu•Jents potential and capabilities. 
:;tudents 
Students rated Intelligence tests as the most important 
method of nomination of students for P.E.A.C., with 69.2 
percent rating it very important and 96.1 percent as very 
important or important. 
using the total rating of methods as very important or 
important, students ranked Reading, Mathematics and creativity 
Tests as the next most important nomination methods followed by 
Teacher Nomination. It is interesting to note that Parent, Self 
and Peer nominations as selection methods .received low 
ratings.Students could have a relatively fixed idea on what 
talents and areas of giftedness make a student suitable for 
attendance at P.E.A.C. 
Summary 
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Standardised intelligence tests appear to be the most 
favoured method of selection into P.E.A.C, ranking highly with 
all three groups. 
Question 32. 
"More emphasis in the courses should be.given to (tick as many 
as is appropriate)". 
Parents 
(N = 40) 
Teachers 
(N = 14) 
Students 
creativity 
Lateral Thinking 
Independent Learning 
Computer Studies 
General Knowledge 
Problem Solving 
Increasing Self Confidence 
Research Skills 
Other (please list) 
communication skills 
N 
20 
- 27 
21 
8 
17 
28 
20 
31 
1 
% 
50.0 
67.5 
52.5 
20.0 
42.5 
70.0 
50.0 
77.5 
2.5 
- clear speech 1 2.5 
-high standards of l 2.5 
excellence 
N % 
Creativity 8 57.1 
Lateral Thinking 9 64.2 
Independent Learning 9 64.2 
Computer Studies 3 21 • 4 
General Knowledge 4 28.5 
Problem Solving 11 78.5 
Increasing Self Confidence - 2 14.2 
Research Skills 10 71.4 
Other (please list) 1 7.1 
- written expression 
N % 
Creativity 44 84.6 
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(N = 52) Lateral Thinking 34 65.3 
Independent Learning 35 67.3 
Computer Studies 25 48.0 
General Knowledge 44 84.6 
Problem Solving 24 46.1 
Increasing Self Confidence - 41 78.8 
Research Skills 38 73.0 
Other (please list) 
- self esteem 2 3.8 
- music 1 1.9 
- art 3 5.7 
fa rents 
Parents responded to this question by indicating that they 
would like more emphasis on research skills, problem solving 
and lateral thinking. This suggests they themselves may 
envisage a better future for their children in research and 
development fields, perhaps in industry, science or a medical 
profession. This could be a result of the push towards the 
'clever country' as emphasised by the Federal Government. 
It was interesting to note the low rate of parents who 
nominated computer studies as an area which should have greater 
emphasis. In today's world, everyone seems to agree that 
computers will play an increasingly large role in our everyday 
lives, not just the working environment, therefore one may have 
expected this to have a higher rating than that which was 
achieved. 
Computer studies are provided in the P.E.A.C. programme 
and currently offer children such activities as programming in 
LOGO, publishing using the BBC, etc. 
Teachers 
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Teachers responded to this question in a similar manner to 
the parents, with a large percentage of the teachers rating 
problem solving, research skills, lateral thinking and 
creativity as areas where more emphasis should be placed. A 
high number of teachers also rated independent learning as 
important. Independent learning is a favourable trait in any 
student, as it allows the student to learn at their own rate 
when left to their own resources and also allows them to follow 
areas of particular interest without the need for adult or 
teacher supervision. 
Students 
Students offer the greatest indicator as to what should 
have more emphasis in the P. E. A. C. programme. The programme 
must be developed so that it can capture and maintain 
students' interests whilst fulfilling the educational require-
ments of the course. 
Creativity and General Knowledge rated the highest amongst 
the students, with 84.6 percent indicating that greater 
emphasis is required in both areas. The surprise indicator here 
was the high (78.8 percent) level of students indicating the 
need for greater emphasis on increasing self-confidence. This 
could indicate that many of the gifted and talented students 
attending the P.E.A.C. courses have confidence or ego problems, 
and this area should be researched further and addressed. 
Summary 
The three groups of respondents suggested that development 
of research skills, problem-solving, lateral thinking and 
creativity need more emphasis in the P.E.A.C. programme. 
Development of self-confidence is an issue of great importance 
to the students. 
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Question 3 3 , 
"P.E.A.C. should be available to (tick as many as is appropri-
ate)". 
Parents (N = 40) 
Junior Primary children (K-3) 
Middle Primary children only (4-5) 
Upper Primary children only (6-7) 
Middle and Upper Primary children only 
Years 5 to 7 only 
Teachers (N = 14) 
Junior Primary children (K-3) 
Middle Primary children only (4-5) 
Upper Primary children only (6-7) 
Middle and Upper Primary children only 
Years 5 to 7 only 
Students (N = 52) 
Junior Primary children (K-3) 
Middle Primary children only (4-5) 
Upper Primary children only (6-7) 
Middle and Upper Primary childre11 only 
Years 5 to 7 only 
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(4-7)-
(4-7)-
(4-7)-
N % 
5 12.5 
l 2.5 
1 2.5 
25 62.5 
12 30.0 
N % 
2 14.3 
0 o.o 
0 0.0 
8 57.1 
4 28.5 
N % 
9 17.3 
0 o.o 
2 3.8 
31 59.6 
19 36.5 
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The outcome of this question was that the majori1oy of all 
groups - Parents, Teachers and Students, nominated the Middle 
and Upper Primary classes (4-7) as the years to which P.E.A.C. 
should be available. Years 4-7 was nominated by 62.5 percent of 
Parents, 57.1 percent of Teachers, and 59.6% of Students. This 
would indicate that the current availability of P.E.A.C. 
classes to years 5-7 only, should be changed to include the 
year 4 class. 
Oues;tion 34, 
"Programmes for gifted children should operate under which of 
the following methods {please rate on a one to 
six basis, one being the best method)." 
Parents (N = 40) 
RATING 
METHOD 1 2 3 4 5 6 
--------------------------------------------------------------Withdrawal 12 10 7 3 1 0 
Special Schools 5 3 4 3 6 12 
Enrichment in the classroom 4 9 5 ll 3 1 
Special classes in school 10 9 8 5 1 1 
Intensive live-in programmes 0 1 6 3 12 ll 
Special 
school 
programs out of 2 3 2 9 9 8 
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Teachers (N = 14) 
RATING 
METHOD 1 2 3 4 5 6 
--------------------------------------------------------------Withdrawal 4 6 6 1 0 1 
Special Schools 2 1 1 1 3 8 
Enrichment in the classroom 2 1 1 4 1 1 
Special classes in school 7 3 3 2 0 0 
Intensive !ive-in programmea 0 1 1 3 7 3 
Special programs out of 1 1 2 4 3 4 
school 
Students (N = 52) 
RATING 
METHOD 1 2 3 4 5 6 
-----·'"---------------------------------·-----------------------
Withdrawal 16 16 9 6 2 3 
Special Schools 9 4 3 7 8 19 
Enrichment in the classroom 3 7 13 12 8 10 
Special classes in school 18 9 9 8 5 2 
Intensive live-in programmes 14 8 6 5 14 4 
Special programs out of 2 4 7 14 8 16 
school 
Parents 
The results show that parents favcur either the withdrawal 
method which is the current method in operation at the P.E.A.C. 
centre or special classes in the school. Both methods would 
involve the withdrawal of the students from the regular 
claosroom to participate in the specialised P.E.A.C. programme. 
Special classes in the school would not however, be very 
feasible from an economic point of Tiew, as the facilities 
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required for all the different programmes would have to be 
duplicated and located at each participating school. 
Teachers 
Teachers favour special classes in school followed by 
withdrawal as the method of operation for P.E.A.C. As 
mentioned, special classes would not be practicable due to the 
expenses involved. Withdrawal of students, although a burden on 
the students' parents, offers the easiest and most cost 
effective method of operation. 
Students 
Students rated withdrawal and special classes in the 
school almost equally as the best method of operation for the 
P.E.A.C. classes. Slightly more students rated special classes 
a '1', but more students rated withdrawal a '1' or '2' . 
Students opting for special classes in school could possibly be 
concerned about, or have troubles travelling to and from 
classes presently using the withdrawal method. 
Summary 
Special classes in schools, or the withdrawal method, 
appear to be favoured by all groups as the most appropriate way 
for gifted classes to operate. 
Question 35. 
"Improvements to P.E.A.C. courses could be made by:" 
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Parents 
A number of parents used this section to comment further 
regarding improvements which could be made to the P.E.A.C. 
programme. 
Several parents wished for improved transportation to 
P.E.A.C. and commented that working parents find it particular-
ly difficult to consistently provide their child with access to 
the P.E.A.C. programme. One parent suggested that a bus could 
be provided and those children '<ho use the facility pay a 
certain amount each week to cover running costs. It was 
further suggested that fund-raising be held to raise money to 
pay the cost of buying a suitable bus. Another suggestion 
along similar lines was to have a register of P.E.A.C. parents 
so that organised pools could oper~te. 
Another suggestion was that P.E.A.C. should be more widely 
available to students and that any child displaying high 
ability should be given the opportunity to attend classes. 
Another suggestion along the same lines was for the P.E.A.C. 
programme to become available to Year 4 students, a comment 
made by several parents. 
Many parents felt the need to have better communication 
between the P.E.A.C. teachers e.nd the children's regular 
teacher - "I have very little idea of how tny child is going at 
P.E.A.C. and feel that my child's class teacher is in the same 
boat". "Can we please have increased communication between 
P.E.A.C. teachers, classroom teachers and parents". Continuing 
along these lines were requests for more accurate reporting and 
for the child's regular teacher to be involved in l?.E.A.C. more 
frequently. 
One parent wished to see a more efficient nomination 
system and several parents believed that the preference system 
for admission into a particular course needed review - "When my 
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child makes selections from 1-5 she always seems to end up with 
her last choice. I believe this affects the interest and 
effort she puts in to the course in which she is eventually 
placed". 
Two parents suggest~d that languages be made available at 
P.E.A.C. and emphasised the usefulness of acquiring a second 
language. "I would like to see some time given towards 
languages if possible. I think children need to beCO'.ll! 
familiar with other languages in earlier years. There is 
evidence that studying another language can sometimes benefit 
those children who have difficulty with English". 
Another suggestion was that courses need to have more 
continuity e.g. Electronics I and then Electronics II. 
A few parents voiced concern regarding classes missed at 
the regular school. It was believed that it could be detrimen-
tal to the child • s learning if B consecutive maths 
/science/social studies classes were missed due to the child • s 
attendance at P.E.A.C. courses. 
Finally there were several parents who expressed their 
approval of the P.E.A.C. programme and believed that no 
improvements were necessary - "I enjoyed my children • s 
involvement with P.E.A.C. because it increased their workload 
enough to make homework a necessity. P.E.A.C. offered so many 
courses that the taste of many different areas and the great 
enjoyment of some, removed the boredom from school". 
"I don't have any improvements to offer. I have had 2 children 
go through P.E.A.c., a girl and a boy, dth varied interests. 
Both were offered a really wonderful selection of different 
courses to do and they have both really enjoyed it and got a 
lot out of it" • 
"I am very happy with P.E.A.C. the way it is run now" 
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Teachers 
Most of the teachers commented that they would like more 
information regarding the tests used for entrance into the 
P.E.A.C. programme, knowledge regarding assessment procedures 
and more detailed reporting at the conclusion of a unit of work 
- "No work activities have been seen - we don • t know what the 
child is doing - can there be a better reporting system?". 
It was suggested by three of the teachers that children 
should be evaluated early on in a course to d<"termine suita-
bility. This review would then lead to the child • s inclusion 
or exclusion into future courses. Also along the same lines, 
many teachers believed that a child should be able to be 
excluded from the P.E.A.C. programme if their class work was 
being affected - "Teachers should be able to be involved 
actively in decision-making e.g •. veto attendance if normal 
class work is suffering". 
One teacher suggested that it may be more appropriate to 
use a wholistic approach when selecting candidates by 
including behaviour, social skills and performance in class, as 
criteria for selection, 
Several teachers believed that children should be able to 
attend 2 courses per week and many also stated that a larger 
percentage of children should be eligible for P.E.J\.C. - "We 
are giving poor lip service to challenging these children. 
Italy and Spain make provision for 10% of their population to 
attend extension classes". 
The idea of testing children every year for entrance into 
P.E.A.C. courses was also popular - "There should be further 
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selection criteri,a after Year 4. Children change, leave the 
school and new children come to the school" • 
Three teachers mentioned that they would like the children 
to bring work back to the classroom, so that they can be 
extended at all times. 
Finally, transport was recognised as a problem by many of 
the teachers, however solutions to this problem were not 
proffered. 
Students 
A large proportion of the students stated that they wanted 
more variety in the courses offered at the P.E.A.C. centre. 
Along with this, many requested that they be asked what they 
would like to learn - "Ask kids what THEY'D like to learn!", 
"Kids making up the cour9es that they want". 
The other major problem as seen by the students was that 
of transport to the P.E.A.C. centre. Many children mentioned 
that getting to and from the P.E.A.C. centre each week was a 
problem, and was one that became an even bigger problem when 
courses were held elsewhere e.g. Perth Zoo. Many requested a 
bus to transport them to P.E.A.C. - "A bus service to collect 
students would be good", 11 We need school buses to pick us up", 
"something should be done about transport" • 
Several students requested that popular courses be 
repeated and less popular courses be replaced with something 
new and interesting. Many wanted to be able to attend more than 
one course per week, and a number of students asked if it would 
be possible to have courses which run for a whole day. 
More knowledge regarding course content was an issue 
raised by many of the students. They felt that they were given 
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insufficient information regarding courses, and were often 
disappointed when a course did not turn out the way they 
expected - "More detail needs to be written about a cours., 
before we make our selection'', "Giving more information about 
the chosen subject would be good". 
Several children mentioned that they would like P.E.A.C. to 
be held at their own school rather than having to travel once 
per week to attend classes. One student mentioned that he 
would like bigger and better facilities and that P.Jl.A.C. 
should not be held at school but in a special building 
specifically for extension classes. 
A few students mentioned that they would like the P.E.A.C. 
teacher and their classroom teacher to communicate more 
frequently, and they would like to see their classroom teacher 
involved in the P.E.A.C. programme in some way. 
Several students stated that they would like to keep the 
same P.E.A.C. teacher, as they feel they just get to know them 
when they have to move onto someone new - "I would like to keep 
the same teacher for at least one year", "I would like to get to 
know my teacher better". 
Finally, many children mentioned specific courses which 
they wished to have offered e.g. art, mechanics, modelling, 
computer, architecture, etc -"Have maths and music courses, 
PLEASE 11 , "Maybe do a course on sailing". 
Summary 
Transportation was seen as a key issue by all groups, 
particularly parents and students. Widening the choice of 
courses was requested by parents and students, with students 
further suggesting that old, unpopular courses be replaced with 
new, exciting ones. Teachers generally had different responses 
and suggestions than 
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parents and students. 
Question 36. 
"Any further comments : 11 • 
Parents 
Several parents commented that attendance at P.E.A.C. 
courses had increased their child's confidence and given them 
encouragement to work hard to achieve and maintain high 
standards. 
Many commented on how much their child enjoys P.E.A.C. 
courses -"OVerall our child has enjoyed P.E.A.C. and we think 
that it is necessary for it to continue on some form of 
selective basis". "My son has thoroughly enjoyed the variety of 
P.E.A.C. courses he has attended and as parents we feel he has 
gair~:ed much from them 11 • 
Teachers 
Only two teachers responded to this section, with both 
requesting that P.E.A.C. teachers provide assistance to 
teachers of normal classrooms, by giving them ideas for 
extension/management within the classroom. 
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The issue of transport was once again mentioned and 
students requested that a school bus be provided for those 
children «ho were having difficulties attending P.E.A.C. 
classes. 
Several students believed that more teachers were required 
to make the P.E.A.C. programme run more efficiently and also 
felt that having more teachers would widen the range of courses 
currently available. 
Many students used this section to give positive feedback 
regarding the programme and the following give a good summary 
of a large proportion of the students comments. 
"P.E.A.C. is great!! 1 ''. 
"P.E.A.C. is interesting". 
"I really enjoy going to P.E.A.C. every week". 
"I think P.E.A.C. is excellent". 
"The courses are different. It is fun learning 
something new" . 
"I enjoy P.E.A.C. very much". 
"I think P.E.A.C. is a great idea and it should be 
kept going" • 
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4 • 2 Interviews 
The interviews were conducted with the 2 teachers and 
co-ordinator of P.E.A.C. in the metropolitan district. In-
terviews were held separately so as to ensure confidentiality 
and to encourage free discussion. Four set questions were 
asked of the interviewees, and from these questions, other 
relevant issues were also revealed. 
see 
The first question asked the interviewees if 
any problems with the current P.E.A.C. 
th:.y could 
programme. 
Nomination procedures were one issue mentioned by two of the 
interviewees, as it has become apparent that some schools are 
nominating children as a "reward", rather than selecting those 
children who show above average ability. Thus, the situation 
has arisen where P.E.A.C. teachers are having to direct their 
courses to the average ability child and the "gifted" or above 
average child is missing out. 
Another problem highlighted by the interviews was that of 
communication between P.E.A.C. teachers and classroom teachers. 
The P.E.A.C. teachers felt that classroom teacher response to 
Open Days was poor and that very few teachers make the effort 
to discover how children are coping with the P.E.A.C. courses. 
It appears that schools sometimes misinterpret the assessment 
given to children, and this in turn can lead to unsuitable 
children being nominated for P.E.A.C. courses. 
The times of the year in which P.E.A.C. is held was 
another issue raised, as the P.E.A.C. teachers notice that 
children miss several sessions at certain times e.g. during 
second semester when sports carnivals are conducted. 
One interviewee felt strongly that P.E.A.C. appears to be 
addressing the problem that exists regarding catering for 
gifted children, however this person believed that we are only 
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touching the surface, and that P.E.A.C. basically exists 
because it keeps parents and classroom teachers happy. 
Another problem mentioned was that some children do not 
like the extra work which is given by the P.E.A.C. teachers and 
therefore are unable to cope with the extra pressure. Peer 
pressure was also cited, however this appears to become a 
problem during the later years of primary school. It is 
apparent that some children are teased because they attend 
P.E.A.C. classes, and thus they drop out of the programme so as 
to earn the respect of their peers. 
Differences in philosophy regarding the education of 
gifted children was another issue mentioned, as it is apparent 
that some teachers have different ideas as regards the best way 
to teach these particular children. This is overcome by the 
fact that the teachers devise the courses offered to children 
and thus are able to write courses which suit their particular 
philosophy and teaching style. 
Another problem noticed by one of the P.E.A.C. staff is 
that some children narrow their talent down through attendance 
at P.E.A.C. courses. It is apparent that some children have 
specific areas of talent and are unwilling to try other 
courses, which may in fact, broaden their outlook. 
The second question asked of the interviewees related to 
any specific modifications they would like to see made to the 
P.E.A.C. programme. 
Once again nomination procedures were mentioned, however 
this will be discussed at a later stage. 
The problem of inadequate facilities was mentioned by both 
P.E.A.C. teachers and they believed that it was necessary to 
have the facilities upgraded in some way. At present P.E.A.C. 
classes are conducted in two adjoining rooms which back onto 
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the music room at one of the primary schools in the district. 
Noise levels are a major problem, as are the lack of space and 
limited display areas. 
Improved communication between P.E.A.C. teachers and 
schools was once again mentioned and the possibility of more 
liaison with schools in 1992 is envisaged. 
The concept of school-based provision for academically 
talented children was suggested, with a district adviser being 
employed to oversee the programme in schools within the 
district. This would involve a large amount of inservicing for 
teachers, and school policy would have to be altered to 
facilitate these changes. 
Course length was another issue which was considered a 
problem area by those involved in the P.E.A.C. programme. It 
is apparent that some courses require more time for all 
material to be covered, however limitations regarding available 
time prevents the extension of some courses. 
The third question looked at the issue of identification 
and nomination procedures, and asked interviewees if they would 
like any alterations to be made to the current methods. Two of 
the three interviewees would like to see blanket testing of all 
Year Four children in the district. This would ensure that no 
child was missed, due to lack of nomination by the parent or 
teacher. It would also ensure that under-achieving, yet 
academically talented children would be eligible to enter the 
P.E.A.C. programme as they would be identified by the testing 
procedures. 
The interviewees also had their own ideas regarding the 
improvement of the identification process. One suggested 
having written expression tests, as this is an area which is 
omitted in the present range of tests and it has been noted 
that a number of children fall down in this particular area in 
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some of the P. E. A. C. courses • Another interviewee thought that 
creativity tests should be an important factor in the 
selection of children for P.E.A.C. courses, as it can be the 
case that a child is creative without being academically 
talented. This therefore allows for the possibility that many 
creative children are not gaining selection to P.E.A.C. courses 
which may, in fact, increase their knowledge as well as their 
creative abilities. 
A test for mathematical ability was also cited as 
important with one P.E.A.C. staff member believing this to be 
an identification method which should be instigated. 
Another problem brought to attention was the fact that the 
metropolitan district contains a large proportion of priority 
[P.S.P.J schools, which tend to contain children of a low 
socio-economic status. One staff member felt strongly that 
numbers attending from P.S.P. schools should be similar to 
numbers attending from non P.S.P. schools. This statement was 
justified by this person's belief that those children from 
P.S.P. schools who do well in the current testing procedure 
may possess more ability than those from non P.S.P. schools, as 
they may not have been provided with the opportunities afforded 
to children from a higher socio-economic group. 
The final question dealt with the manner in which courses 
are selected, as this appeared to be an issue with which some 
students were unhappy, according to the questionnaire. 
Generally courses are devised by the teachers, however they 
insisted that children are given a say in what they would like 
to learn. Apparently, the children rarely have opinions when 
asked about courses, and written course evaluations given to 
the children by the P.E.A.C. teachers have proved of little 
worth. 
The P.E.A.C. teachers are given a breakdown of the 
available course time which instructs them to devote a certain 
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amount of time to various subjects. They also look at such 
things as the popularity of courses and will run popular 
courses again. Courses are also borrowed from other P.E.A.C. 
centres to ensure children are given a wide range of subjects 
to choose from each semester. The teachers felt that, in 
general, children were satisfied with the courses offered. 
Finally, an issue which was brought up by both P.E.A.C. 
teachers and one about which they felt strong was that of 
nomination and selection of children. They both believed that 
the P.E.F •• C. programme was beginning to move away from its 
purpose of providing extension for academically talented 
children, and was becoming a facility to entertain children of 
all abilities. They stated that if P.E.A.C. was to continue 
successfully, it must get back to providing for the top 5% of 
children in the district plus those children carefully 
nominated by classroom teachers for their academic ability. If 
this does not happen, they believed P.E.A.C. is just paying 
lip-service to the community by appearing to cater for our 
academically talented population. 
Key problem areas highlighted by both P.E.A.C. teachers 
were: 
1. nomination/identification 
2. communication between P.E.A.C. teachers, classroom 
teachers and parents 
3. inadequate facilities 
4. course length 
5. course selection 
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Chapter 5 - Conclusions and ReCommer.dations 
5.1 Conclusions 
There are several general areas of concern which have been 
raised by all groups. The major issue appears to be transport, 
a point which was emphasised by a large proportion of the 
sample. A solution to this problem is not an easy one, as 
there are obvious difficulties in obtaining funding to provide 
a bu~ to transport children to and from P.E.A.C. 
Another issue which was a concern of parents and teachers 
was that of communication. There appears to be a lack of 
communication between P.E,A.C. teachers, classroom teachers and 
parents, This is an area which could be improved readily, 
however it requires effort from all parties involved. It 
interesting to note that this area of concern was also a major 
issue identified in the Byers, Williams, McLeod, Steedman and 
Nienaber study in 1990. 
Teachers and students both expressed the desire for 
attendance at P.E.A.C. classes to be increased to at least two 
sessions per week or one day per week. This is understandable, 
however from the P.E.A.C. Centre's viewpoint it may be 
impractical. Obviously they receive a certain amount of 
funding and are allocated a definite amount of contact time 
with students. It may, at present, be impossible for changes 
to be implemented, 
Parents and teachers made mention of the selection 
procedures used for entrance into P.E.A.C. and suggested that 
the nomination process be more efficient. Teachers in 
particular emphasised the need for yearly testing so as to 
identify new children who may be potential P.E.A.C. candidates. 
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Finally, there were many positive comments made by parents 
and students in particular, and it is evident that the majority 
of respondents believe that P.E.A.C. is adequately catering for 
the academically talented children in the metropolitan 
district. 
5.2 Recnmmendations 
The items causing the most concern to parents, students 
and teachers will be the ones upon which recommendations are 
made. These are items 5, 15, 25, 30, 14, 19, 24 and 2. 
Item 5 looked at the issue of providing parents, teachers 
and students with information regarding courses currently on 
offer at the P.E.A.C. centre. All groups indicated that they 
would like to be given more information, so it is recommended 
that the P.E.A.C. centre provide more detailed brochures 
outlining courses, thus giving those concerned more insight 
into the course material. 
Item 15 looked at the issue of reporting which is provided 
by the P.E.A.C. centre. All groups indicated that they would 
like to see more comprehensive reports, so it may be 11ecessary 
for the P.E.A.c. staff to implement more frequent reports e.g. 
interim reports half-way through the semester, ... well as the 
end of semester report. It may also be necessary for the 
reports to become more detailed, thus providing all concerned 
with additional, relevant information. 
Item 25 focused upon the issue which suggested that 
children who attend the P.E.A.C. programme miss out on 
important aspects of regular school work. As mentioned 
previously, their appears to be no satisfactory solution to 
this problem, as parents, teachers and students indicated in 
item 4, that they did not wish to see P.E.A,C. c~aducted out of 
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school hours. This being the case, there is little that the 
P.E.A.C. centre can do to alleviate the problem of children 
missing out on regular school work. 
Item 30 was a particular problem for teachers, however it 
was also given low scores by parents and students. It looked 
at the issue of communication between P.E.A.C. teachers and 
classroom teachers, and as indicated by the mean scores, all 
groups believe that vast improvements need to occur. It is 
recommended that P.E.A.C. teachers advertise their services 
more widely, and announce their availability to help classroom 
teachers of academically able pupils. It appears that many 
classroom teachers feel that they are not permitted to obtain 
advice and assistance from the P.E.A.C. staff, when this is 
clearly not the case. It is apparent that classroom teachers 
would like a great deal more feedback about particu~ar children 
in their class, and it may be necessary for the P.E.A.C. 
teachers tc. visit each school 2 or 3 times a semester, so as to 
provide verbal feedback regarding children from that school who 
attend P.E.A.C. classes. Implementing this system would 
involve a great deal of co-operation between schools and the 
P.E.A.C. centre, however it appears to be a viable alternative 
which may assist in the improvement of communication between 
all concerned parties. 
Item 14 was concerned with the issue of transport and is 
considered a major problem by all groups. This confirms the 
many comments made in the open-ended section related to thio 
particular topic. 
Unfortunately, a solution to the issue of transport is not 
an easy one, largely due to the fact that many solutions 
involve the use of funding, which is not available at this 
stage. The suggestion of a P.E.A.C. bus is one such sugges-
tion, which is not a viable solution due to lack of funding. 
Even if a parent group was to fund-raise, the problem of 
locating and paying a ddvt!r would still exist. It appears 
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that the only solution is to ha1•e a car pool whereby parents 
share the transportation every so often, thus alleviating the 
problem of driving each week. It may be possible that the 
P.E.A.C. centre sets up the car pool, and thus assists working 
parents in finding transportation for their child. Schools 
could also conduct their own car pools, enlisting the help of 
non-working parents to provide transportation to and from the 
P.E.A.C. centre. 
Item 19 discussed the possibility of having more places 
made available for children to attend P.E.A.C. courses. All 
three groups agreed that this should occur, however due to 
limitations regarding funding, it is not possible for the 
P.E.A.C. centre to exceed certain numbers. It is also 
necessary for the P.E.A.C. centre to keep numbers in each class 
at a manageable level, as well as at a level where children can 
be given individualised attention where necessary. It is 
important to note that the P.E.A.C. programme is aimed at the 
top 5% of the children in the dictrict, and by creating more 
places, it may be that many children attending P.E.A.c. will 
not fit this criteria" It appears that, at this stage at 
least, there is little chance for more places to be made avail-
able at the P.E.A.C. centre. 
Item 24 requested opinions regarding whether or not 
P. E .A. C classes should be held at one' s own school. It is 
apparent that all groups, but particularly students, would like 
to see P.E.A.C. courses conducted at the school which they 
attend. The desire to have P.E.A.C. at one's own school, fits 
in with the idea mentioned by one of the P.E.A.c. staff, 
regarding the possibility of district advisers, with extension 
being provided by each school. It .i ~ therefore recommended 
that further thought be given to this concept, as it may 
provide extension for academically able children, without 
encompassing all the problems which occur when courses are 
conducted away from the school grounds. 
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Item 29 looked at the possibility of having full-time 
classes for academically able pupils. This was generally not 
considered to be an appropriate method of education, although 
of the three groups, teachers were the group which were the 
most in favour. Thus it is recommended that this is not a 
viable possibility and that the P .E .A.C. programme is con-
sidered more appropriate and beneficial. 
The final item for consideration, item 2, requested 
opinions regarding the present methods used to select candi-
dates for the P.E.A.c. programme. Of the three groups, 
teachers and students were particularly unhappy with present 
methods and it is obvious that changes to these procedures are 
necessary. As indicated in the open-ended section, many 
respondents would like to see more comprehensive testing, and 
this is reinforced by the P.E.A.C. staff, who suggest blanket 
testing throughout the district. 
The open-ended section also brought to attention areas 
which needed improvement or alteration. 
Once again the issue of transportation was raised, 
particularly by parents and students. It is obvious that this 
is an area which needs investigation as soon as possible. 
Communication between P.E.A.C. teachers, parents and classroom 
teachers was also raised in this section, and it appears that 
improvements are necessary in this area. Nomination procedures 
were mentioned, and it is apparent that more information is 
required regarding selection methods, plus a wider range of 
tests should be implemented to ensure that the correct students 
are selected for P.E.A.C. courses. Many students wanted 
P.E.A.C. classes to be conducted at their own school, thus 
eliminating the transportation problem, and finally some 
students and several teachers wanted children to be able to 
attend P.E.A.C. classes more frequently. It was also apparent 
that teachers, parents and students would all like to have 
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P .E .A.C. made available to Years 4-7 than Years 5-7 as is 
currently the situation. 
5.3 Summacy 
It is apparent that the P.E.A.C. programme is, in general, 
meeting the needs of academically able children in the 
metropolitan district, according to the respondents who took 
part in this survey. 
There are issues which need to be brought to the attention 
of those who co-ordinate and supervise the P.E.A.C. programme, 
so as to ensure the programme continues to attain its aims and 
objectives. 
The education of academically talented children has always 
been a concern to educators and it is important that the 
programmes conducted meet the needs of these children. At 
present the P.E.A.C programme appears to provide adequately for 
these pupils, and if the recommendations previously suggested 
are implemented :\.t should continue to be a successful 
alternative for academically able students in primary schools. 
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P,E,A,C, COURSE SURVEY 
Dear Parent/Teacher, 
I am conducting a study to ascertain parents' and teachers' 
views regarding various aspects of the Primary Extension and 
Challenge programme (P.E.A.C.) conducted by the metropolitan 
district Office. 
You are not required to identify yourself on the questionnaire 
as all information collected wi.1l remain anonymous. The information 
gathered will be made available to the metropolitan district Office 
and may be utilised in the planning of future P.E.A.C. courses. 
You will find enclosed a questionnaire containing thirty 
fixed-response questions followed by some further questions which 
are designed to allow you to make some general comments about 
P.E.A.C. courses. 
I would appreciate it if you would complete the following 
questionnaire and return it using the stamped, self-addressed 
envelope provided by September _______ • 
Your assistance in completing this questionnaire will be 
invaluable in contributing to a detailed evaluation of the P.E.A.C. 
programme in the metropolitan district. Results of this research 
will be available early in 1992 and may be obtained by contacting 
l 
the metropolitan district P.E.A.C. Office. 
Thank-you for your co-operation. 
W. PERRY 
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P,E,A.C. QUESTIONNAIRE 
Place a circle around SA if you strongly agree with the statement. 
Place a circle around A if you agree with the statement. 
Place a circle around D if you disagree with the statement. 
Place a circle around SD if you strongly disagree with the 
statement. 
1. P.E.A.C. courses currently on offer are satisfactory. SD D A SA 
2. Present selection methods for attendance at P.E.A.C. SD D A SA 
courses need revision. 
J, P.E,A,C. courses encourage the development of more 
positive attitudes to learning. 
SD D A SA 
4. P.E.A.C. courses should not be held in school hours. SD D A SA 
s. More information regarding P.E.A.C. courses is SD D A SA 
necessary for parents, classroom teachers and 
students. 
6. P.E.A.C. courses provide experiences not offered in SD D A SA 
normal school. 
1. Having above average ability is essential for those SD D A SA 
children attending P.E.A.C. courses. 
3 
8. P.E.A.C. courses increase a child's gener·•l 
knowledge. 
9. The withdrawal method presently in operation is 
satisfactory. 
SD D A SA 
SD D A SA 
10. Increased parental involvement should be encouraged. SD D A SA 
11. P.E.A.C. courses offer an academic challenge to 
children who attend. 
12. Teacher selection of children to attend P.E.A.C. 
courses would be more appropriate than present 
selection methods. 
SD D A SA 
SD D A SA 
13. P.E.A.C. courses increase a child's self-confidence. SD D A SA 
14. Transport problems have affected attendance of 
children at P.E.A.C. courses. 
15. More comprehensive reporting from the P.E.A.C. 
centre is required. 
16. Children attending P.E.A.C. courses are able to 
pursue areas of particular interest. 
17. Children with specific area talents should be able 
to attend P.E.A.C courses. 
18. Problem-solving skills are developed through 
attendance at P.E.A.C. courses. 
19. More places should be made available for children 
to attend P.E.A.C. courses. 
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SD D A SA 
SD D A SA 
SD D A SA 
SD D A SA 
SDDASA 
SD D A SA 
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20. Methods of selection for children attending P.E.A.C. SD D A SA 
are clearly explained. 
21. P.E.A.C. courses are interesting and stimulating. 
22. Creative children and lateral thinkers are not 
selected for P.E.A.C. courses. 
23. Attendance at P.E.A.C. courses causes an elitist 
attitude to develop in children. 
24. P.E.A.C. classes should be held at our awn school. 
25. Attendance at P.E.A.C. causes children to miss 
important aspects of regular school. 
26. The opportunity to work with children of similar 
ability is an advantage of attending P.E.A.C. 
27. The ability to work independently should be a 
major criterion in the selection of children for 
P.E.A.C. courses. 
28. P.E.A.C. courses foster independence in children. 
29. Full time classes for academically talented 
children should be available. 
30. P.E.A.C. teachers communicate regularly with 
classroom teachers. 
5 
SD D A SA 
SD D A SA 
SD D A SA 
SD D A SA 
SD D A SA 
SD D A SA 
SD D A SA 
SD D A SA 
SD D A SA 
SD D A SA 
P.E.A.C, CQURSE SURVEY 
The following questions have been designed to allow you to make 
further comments regarding P.E.A.C. courses. Please feel free to 
express any concerns which you have, or suggest changes you believe 
would be beneficial. 
31. Please rate the following methods of candidate sel~~tion on 
a basis of very important (VI), important (I) or not 
important ( NI) • 
a) Standardised Tests in 
Reading 
Mathe 
Intelligence 
••••••••••• 
••••••••••• 
••••••••••• 
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32. 
h) Other (Please list) .............. ·-· .................. . 
• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 
• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 0 • 
• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 
More emphasis in the courses should be given to (tick as 
many as is appropriate). 
a) Creativity 
b) Lateral thinking 
c) Independent learning 
d) Computer otudies 
e) General knowledge 
f) Problem solving 
g) Increasing self-confidence 
h) Research skills 
i) Other (Please list) ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 
• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 
• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 
33. P.E.A.C. should be available to (tick as many as is approp-
riate). 
a) Junior Primary children (K-3) 
b) Middle Primary children only (4-5) 
c) Upper Primary children only (6-7) 
d) Middle and Upper Primary children only (4-7) 
e) Years 5-7 only. 
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34. Programmes for gifted children should operate under which of 
the following methods (please rate on a one to six basis, 
one being the best method) 
a) the withdrawal method to special classes 
within regular schools (currently in operation) ... • ... 
b) special schools for gifted children •••••• 
c) enrichment in the regular classroom •••••• 
d) special classes within the regular school •••••• 
e) intensive live-in programmes (e.g. camps) •••••• 
f) special programmes out of school hours •••••• 
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35. Improvements to P.E.A.c. courseo could be made by: 
9 
36. Any further comments. 
Thank-you for your co-operation. 
W. PERRY. 
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TOTALS \115 1148 1127 1160 \154 \156 1860 
MEANS \2.212!2.846\2.442!3.077JL2.962\3.000I I 
IV.HEAN I \2.756\ ll....J.. MEAN I p6.53\ 
* · Denotes reverse•scored item. 
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1 3 3 3 3 3 3 18 
2 3 3 3 3 1 1 14 
3 4 4 4 3 4 3 22 
4 3 
• 
2 3 3 16 
5 4 
• 3 3 
4 3 21 
6 4 3 3 4 2 3 19 
7 4 4 3 ~ 2 3 19 
8 
• 
4 ~ 3 2 3 19 
9 4 
' 
3 3 3 3 19 
10 4 4 3 4 l 3 19 
l] 4 4 4 3 4 ~ 22 
12 4 3 3 3 2 3 18 
1~ 4 4 4 3 2 3 20 
14 3 3 3 3 1 3 16 
15 4 4 4 4 ? 4 22 
16 
' 
3 4 4 2 2 18 I 
17 3 
• 
3 3 2 2 17 l 
18 3 • 3 2 2 3 
17 
12 4 4 4 4 4 4 24 
20 3 l 4 4 2 3 19 
21 3 2 2 2 4 14 
~2 4 4 4 3 2 3 20 
23 4 • 3 4 1 3 
20 
24 4 3 4 4 2 4 21 
25 4 l 4 ~ 2 2 1§ 
26 ; ~ 2 3 2 3 17 
27 3 3 3 2 1 3 16 
* · Denotes reverse-scared item. 
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I 28 2 4 4 2 4 3 19 
29 3 3 3 3 3 16 
30 4 4 3 3 2 3 19 
31 4 4 ~ 3 2 3 19 
32 4 3 3 3 4 3 20 
33 4 4 4 4 3 20 
34 2 3 ~ 2 2 3 15 
35 4 4 4 3 2 4 21 
~6 4 3 3 3 3 17 
37 4 4 l 3 1 3 18 
38 3 4 3 2 I 5 1 4 1 7. 5 
39 3 3 3 3 2 3 17 
40 3 4 2 3 2 2 16 
4] 3 3 4 ~ 4 3 20 
42 4 4 4 3 4 4 23 
43 4 3 3 3 3 3 19 
44 3 4 3 3 4 3 20 
45 4 4 3 ~ 2 3 19 
46 4 4 4 2 2 4 20 
47 4 3 4 l ! 4 20 
o8 4 4 3 4 2 4 21 
49 4 
' 
4 3 2 3 20 
50 3 4 3 4 2 3 19 
51 4 4 4 4 3 4 23 
52 4 3 4 3 2 3 19 
TOTALS j187 1165 117~ j16].51116 j161 f28g. Sf 
MfANS 13.596f3.557j3.307f3,]05f2.231f31057f I 
IV.MEAN I f3. 1421 I p 0 I I MEAN I f18.89f 
• - Denotes reverse•scored item. 
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?a 3 3 I 2 2 1 3 14 I 
29 4 4 I 2 3 4 18 I 
30 3 3 I 2 1 2 2 13 I 
31 3 3 2 2 2 13 I 
32 4 4 1 3 14 I 
33 4 3 2 2 2 3 16 
34 4 ? 1 2 3 3 15 
35 3 4 1 3 2 2 15 
36 2 4 2 1 1 11 
3I 1 3 3 1 1 1 10 
38 4 4 2 2 2 3 17 
39 4 3 2 3 3 3 18 
40 3 3 2 3 1 3 15 
41 4 3 1 1 4 3 16 
42 4 3 2 3 3 I 3 18 
43 3 3 2 2 3 I 2 15 
44 4 3 1 2 2 I 3 15 
45 3 4 1 2 1 I 2 13 
46 4 4 1 1 4 I 1 15 
47 4 4 4 2 2 I 2 18 
48 2 2 4 2 2 I 3 15 
42 3 4 2 1 2 I 3 15 L 
50 3 4 2 2 1 I 3 15 ' 
51 4 3 3 2 1 I 1 
" 5! 4 3 1 1 4 I 2 15
TOTALS I 177 1163.51 95 21 1 ; o 1 /123 1750.51 t 
M~~NS I J. 4 04 13 • 14 411 • 8 2 711 • 75 0 I 1 ' 9 4 2 I 2 ' 3 6 5 I I 
IV.MEAN I j2.4051 I P.r. MEAN I 114.431 ~ 
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I 1 3 3 4 2 2 15 
I i 4 1 1 1 1 10 
I 3 3 2 1 3 3 2 14 
I 4 2 1 1 2 2 1 9 
I 5 3 1 1 ~ 3 2 14 
I ~ 3 3 2 2 1 3 14 
I 7 1 3 1 4 2 1 14 
I § 1 l 2 1 4 l 13 
I 2 2 2 2 2 3 2 ]3 
I Jg l ! 2 4 3 1 15 
I 11 2 l 3 2 3 14 
l 11 4 3 1 1 1 11 
I 1l 3 3 2 ! 2 1 12 
I 1! 3 3 l 2 i 1 14 
I u 4 2 4 2 3 16 i l 16 2 2 3 2 3 2 14 I 
I 17 1 3 3 2 3 2 14 ! .. 
I 18 3 2 3 3 2 2 15 
I 19 1 3 2 3 1 3 13 
I 20 1 1 I 1 4 1 11 
I 21 1 4 1 1 9 
I 21 l 3 2 4 2 1 1~ 
l 2l i 3 1 3 2 1 13 
I 24 1 3 2 2 1 10 l I 25 1 3 2 2 2 2 13 
' I 26 1 3 2 2 2 1 11 i 
l 27 2 4 J 3 2 2 16 l I. 
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' I 
• . Denotes reverse-scored item. ! 
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29 2 2 2 3 2 2 
" 30 , 3 1 4 3 2 , 
31 , 3 2 4 3 2 15 
32 2 4 3 2 4 2 17 
33 2 4 , l , , 
" 34 2 2 2 3 , , , 
35 2 2 2 4 3 , ,. 
~~ 2 3 , 3 2 , , 
37 2 4 3 3 1 3 17 
3§ 3 , 2 ! 2 , 
39 2 3 2 3 , , 
40 2 , , 4 2 2 , 
41 3 l 3 2 , , 
42 2 4 4 3 2 ,. 
43 2 3 2 3 2 2 ,. 
44 2 3 , 2 3 , 
45 2 3 3 l 2 4 17 
46 2 3 3 1 , , 
47 2 4 3 3 2 , 
48 l 3 3 4 2 2 
" 49 3 3 2 4 2 , 
50 2 2 2 3 , l , 
51 , 4 2 2 4 2 , 
52 2 3 2 2 3 3 , 
I TDIALS 11 D6 114 7 1104 1na 1118 85 J698 
l MEANS [2.038J2.827I2.000J~~654J2.2§9J1.635J 
IV.MEAN I 12.2371 I p' T' MEAN I I 13. 42 I 
• . Denotes reverse-scored item • 
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I 2 3 3 3 2 3 4 18 
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I • 2 3 3 ' 
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5 4 4 4 3 4 3 22 
6 4 4 4 ~ 4 3 22 
7 3 3 3 3 3 3 18 
• 3 3 3 2.5 3 3 17.5 
9 3 4 3 2 3 3 18 
10 4 3 3 3 ~ 3 19 
11 3 4 4 3 3 4 21 
12 2 3 4 3 3 3 18 
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" r.i!l 00 .,., ... ..... 0 
" 
., 
I STRONGLY I~~ •0 ·.<: "" .... 
. ., 
""'" 0.0 o.u 
""" 
0.0 .. o. .. 
I I . . • . I I . • .... 
"' 
.... 
"' I"' "' 
.... .... 
"' "' INUM!I:~B 
28 3 4 3 3 3 3 19 
29 4 4 4 4 4 4 24 
~0 ~ 3 3 3 2. 5 4 18. 5 
31 3 3 3 3 4 4 20 
32 3 3 ~ 3 3 3 18 
33 3 3 4 4 4 4 22 
34 3 3 ~ 3 3 3 18 
35 3 3 3 l 3 3 18 
~· 2 ! 3 3 2 2 14 37 3 3 3 3 ~ 3 18 I 
38 4 ~ 4 ! 4 4 23 I 
32 3 4 4 4 4 3 22 I 
40 3 3 3 2 3 3 17 J 
41 
42 
43 
44 
4 ;. 
' 46 I 
' 47 ' 
48 i 
49 
0 
51 
52 
' 
' TOTALS 1124 !132 1132 l120.5l130.5l133 1772 l" 
M~ANS l3.1oai3.~00I3.30DI3.01213~26213,325I ! 
IV-MEAN I I 3. 21 71 IP. T. MEAN L 119.301 I 
• . Denotes reverse• scored ftem. i i 
I 
I 
P.E.A.C. QUESTIONNAIRE 
I 
I I IDENTIFICATION 
~--------~-----------------------------------------
1 
I 
I 
I 4 
I AGREE 
fSTRONGLY 
I 
I 
I 3 
I AGREE 
I 
I 
I 2 
fDISAGREEf 
I I 
I I 
I I 
DISAGREEf 
STRONGLY! 
NUMBER 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 
10 
, 
12 
13 
14 
16 
18 
19 
20 
I 21 
I 22 
J 23 
I 24 
26 
27 
I 
I 
I 
• 
"" 00 
'"" • mo 
"'" 0 
,Co 
"0 
• • e.: 
• COl 
0 • 
... ~ 
" 
"" ••... 
•• • u • 
cc 
.,.0 c., ... 
oco 
..... . .,, 
""" 
"'"" 
N < 
2.5 
3 
4 
3 
2 
2.5 
2 
2 
3 
3 
3 
3 
2 
3 
2 
3 
2 
3 
3 
2 
2 
2 
2 
>.C 
... 
'"" ... ., 
...... 
.C"' 
"" u • 
• • 
"'"" •••
"0" o.c 0 
>>'O 
•"u 
• 0 • 
>'"O 0 • 
.C'"'" 
• •• ... .,
"'" . cc~ 
.... 
.... 
••c :co ... 
. 
.... 
4 
3 
2 
3 
3 
4 
? 
2 
2 
3 
3 
4 
3 
4 
2 
2 
3 
2 
3 
4 
4 
4 
4 
3 
3 
4 
4 
J,. 
"" 0 • oe• 
""m'g 
c.c.c 
. " 
""' 0 ., .... 
... , 
.... 0 4-J 
.c>c 
u • 
•• .... 
o•" 
"0. co 
ooc 
..... 
" .c u • " ou 
..... 
... ., 
••• ., ... 
"'" ·~ Oo .c 0 
0'0" 
•co. 
woo. 
.. .,. 
. 
N 
.... . 
2 
3 
3 
4 
3 
3 
3 
1 
3 
3 
3 
2 
4 
2 
2 
4 
3 
3 
3 
2 
2 
2 
4 
3 
• ~ 
00 
... . 
... 
.,. 
., 
•• ·~ ~'g 
00 
...., 
'"" ..,. 0 
•o 
il'" 
• 
""' ;:~
• • c.c • 
• • !-.1'0 41 
.., .... 
'"''" "'0
.c.co 
uoo 
3 
3 
3 
3 
2.5 
3 
3 
2.5 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
2 
3 
3 
4 
4 
3 
4 
2 
3 
3 
~ 
.... 
.co 
.,. 
.. 
.... 
. ., 
" . ·~ ~" 
... 0 
'" 
-g., 
•• 
" cu 
•• .... 
., . 
.... 
... 
"" 00 c 
• • 
••• .....
., .. 
. " 
••• 
""0 uou 
N 
N < 
4 
3 
3 
3 
4 
4 
3 
2. 5 
2.5 
2.5 
3 
2. 5 
3 
4 
4 
2 
4 
3 
3 
2 
3 
3 
4 
3 
3 
2. 5 
I 
I 
0 'I 
I >..C:O I 
I .-1 ,j,J • I 
l.j..l O:CI 
I C S:: • I 
l!ll ..... rdl 
I '0 • I 
ICC:Dol 
IQIO I 
I 0.·"" 1-l I 
IQIJ.IOI 
'tiCIIf+jl 
c" 1 
........ S:: I 
""I .!1: ll 1-1 I 
" '0 I o .... 
30 ... 
""" o•u .,. 
.. 
>.•o 
" .... c 
'"'.00 
•.-1 .... 
.C'O>' 
.... u 
•• 00 ... 
.c.co 
.... 
4 
4 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
2. 5 
3 
3 
J 
2 
3 
2 
4 
3 
3 
3 
3 
4 
4 
4 
4 
3 
4 
3 
4 
• · Denotes reverse-scored item. 
... 
" .. 
.. 
0 
18 
17. s I 
16 I 
18 I 
2D.5f 
20 I 
1 6 
15 
13. 5 
16. 5 
18 
17. 5 
17 
20 
1 6 
" 19 
1 6 
18 
17 
21 
19 
20 I 
15 I 
19 L 
17.51 
19 1 
i 
I 
! 
I 
i [ 
• ! 
• 
f 
I 
I ,. 
~ 
f 
' ~--~·,~·-·'··'-·-l.·,0'.''~'··-~·-~-~·~.7>-.·~----., •. ~.,.-·-·--·--'-"''""'""--------------·-----------·--' 
f,E.A.C. OUEST10NNA1RE 
PARENTS 
I 
I I IDENTIFICATION I 
l ________ l-----------------------------------------1 
I I 
I I "' 
I I m 
I 4 I: 
I AGREE I '"': 
jSTRONGLYf .f: e 
I I m 8 
I I '8 u 
I 3 J'fid 
, AGREE , m..c 
I I ooi 
I I~~ 
I 2 JtL" 
jDISAGREEf ~~~~ 
I I m B . 
I I~~ 5 
I 1 I""''"' 
·=· jDISAGREEI 0 "'"' .... 
/STRONGLYf,t1!~ 
I I 
I I~ « 
\NUMBER 
I 28 3 
29 4 
3D 3 
31 3 
32 3 
" 3 34 3 
35 2 
36 2 
37 3 
38 2 
39 3 
40 2 
4 
4 
43 
44 
4 
46 
47 
48 
4 
50 
51 
2 
.1, 
" •
" ... .... 
. 
... 
3 
3 
4 
4 
2 
3 
2 
3 
4 
3 
3 
3 3 
4 3 
3 3 
4 3 
3 3 
2 3 
2 l 
2 2 
2 3 
3 3 
3 2 
2 3 
2 2 
1. 
" .... 
"'"  . 
" M' ... 
" . ..  
" 
'"" 0 M 0 
' ~ 
'"' 
'"" •••
" 
"" ••
"M .,.
MO 
... 
"'" ug 
• • > G! ID 
... ". .
. " .,
""0 uou 
"' ' . 
2.5 
4 
3 
3 
2 
3 
3 
2 
2 
3 
3 
3 
3 
•• 
.. .., " M"' 
" " CO• ...... 
"' . oco. 
oo 
0.·~ '-1 
••o ..,.~ 
"" ........ c: 
•• 
"u" 
" "'' O"M 3: 0 ·oi 
·n.<: 
o•u ... 
~ 
>-•o 
" .... " M.QO 
...... 
"'"'" • MU ,.
OOM 
.0:.0:0 
.... 
. 
... 
... 
3 
4 
4 
4 
3 
4 
3 
3 
2 
2 
3 
3 
3 
"' 
" 
" .. 
0 
.. 
" 0 
"' 
"' .. 
.. 
17.5 I 
22 I 
19 
21 
17 
19 
15 
14 
13 
17 
17 
17 
15 
TOTALS 1102 j124 f107 1116 f120 1128.5\697.51 
L.!!£..A,Nus._,l_.2~, '"'''-''<Jic;3..,.-'1 .. o,o.!.l2s. • ..,6..,7_,S"I-"2~. 9"'0"0<JI'-'3'-''-"o .. o.. OJ.I3._..,. 2'-1!J2W1---.L1 
fV.MEAN I f2.906f fP.T. MEAN I 117.431 
* · Denotes reverse-scored item. 
P.E.A.C. QUESTIONNAIRE 
PARENTS 
I 
I I OUTCOMES I 
l ________ l-----------------------------------------1 
I lj. 0 1 'tJ : Ql I I I 0>+1 m 1 at m 111 u 1 
• I• 0o. o c I jmm '0 l'tl \'liS:: GJ I 
I 4 I -o ~ :;:: I:::: "a: u.... '8 1 
, AGREE , ~.B .g 1 'fi to : 8' "~ , (STRONGLY,.,~ ~~~ :~~~ 'tJ..c ea; , 
I l:g,~ a~ i111 ~r.i g~ -~ en I 
I I ~ Ql Ill I : I'll~ U'C ... ~ I 
I 3 I g~ ~ : ~ .!!""' U.S ~ -c I 
I AGREE I g~ !=! I g :::I'll ,( IP .~ ~ I 
.1 I • "o ..-.~ • ..... ~. 0u '" - I 
0. •
!!. c .,, 0 
I I ~ a~.C' ~ ai o11a ~~ ~ ~ I 
I 2 I e e e.!~ m 0 ~'g ""'t e I 
jOISAGREEI g~ g~ §~ .!:21 1 ~~~~~~ gc z , 
I I 0 ~ • u,; ~ g~ Z~. u e o I 
I I U0 8' u~ 05 ~.t:ci 5:j~ U~ en I 
I I ,e.g-a ,C ~ ..C f ~gam '8:::~ ,(~ ~ I 
(DISAGREE( roii~ roi~ roi~ "SE~ za~~ f<i 0 I'll I 
(STRONGLY( ~0~ ~!§, ~fa ~~3 ~~ti ~~ "" I 
I I . . . . I 
I I· 1• M a:J M Q) 
I M 1 a:l ,... .-I C'll "' C'll ! NUMBER • 
I 1 I 3 3 4 4 2 3 19 
\ 2 I 4 3 3 3 2 3 18 
3 
4 
5 
7 
8 
9 
10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
23 
24 
25 
26 
27 
3 3 
3 3 
4 3 
4 4 
3 3 
3 3 
4 3 
4 4 
4 4 
4 4 
3 3 
3 4 
2 1 
3 4 
4 4 
4 4 
3 3 
4 4 
3 4 
3 • I 3 
3 1 3 
3 3 
4 3 
3 3 
4 4 
3 
3 
3 
4 
4 
3 
3 
3 
3 
4 
2 
4 
3 
4 
4 
3 
3 
4 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
4 
3 
3 
3 
4 
3 
3 
3 
3 
4 
3 
2 
4 
2 
4 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
4 
3 
3 
4 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
4 
3 
2 
1 
3 
4 
3 
3 
3 
3 
2 
4 
4 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
, • 5 
3 
3 
4 
3 
3 
3 
2 
2 
3 
3 
3 
4 
4 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
4 
* · Denotes reverse-scored item. 
18 
18 
20 
22 
19 
17.5 
19 
20 
23 
21 
16 
20 
11 
18 
23 
20 
18 
22 
20 
16 
19 
19 
19 
18 
23 
P.E.A.C, QUESTIONNAIRE 
PARENTS 
I 
I I OUTCOMES I 
1--------~-----------------------------------------1 I I I 
I 1~2 
I I t a~ 
I 4 l,.g 
I AGREE I Jl~ 
ISTRONGLYf +'j 
I I~~ 
I I ~ m 
I 3 I 8~ 
I AGREE I g~ 
I I 0 • 
I I:& 
I 2 I C ~ 
/OJSAGREEI g~ 
I I " .... 
I I U 0 g' 
I 1 I ,<~~ 
/DISAGREEf r.i=~ 
ISTRONGLYI •C.QI 
I I P-~ or-~ 
I I · 
!NUMBER I PI 
28 I 4 
29 1 4 
3o 1 3 
11 1 3 
32 I 3 
33 I 4 
34 I 3 
35 4 
36 3 
37 3 
38 4 
39 3 
40 4 
4 
4 
43 
44 
45 
• .
"' ... ... 
'§ 
• ,, 
• ~ 
" ... . 
• ...
. ., 
•• 
"'"' g~
u~ 
. 
"'"' ••
.. " 
• • 
"'" • • .... 
. 
"' 
' 
' 3 
3 
3 
' 
4 
3 
3 
' 3 
3 
• . 
"' ... ... 
'§ 
• 
• • 
• ~ 
u 
c 
... 
•• 
•• mu 
"" g~ 
... 
. " 00 
•U 
.. I 
.... 
., ... 
•• ...
• 
., 
... 
' 
' 3 
3 
3 
4 
3 
4 
3 
3 
4 
' 3 
l 
.... 
• > • 
oo 
.,. 
.. 
• • 
""' ••
... 
... ., 
.... 
... 
... 
mu 
g'~ 
-<C 
>O 
... ., 
g~ 
I • 
e.c • .... 
... ,. 
.OO" 0"" 
"-" 0 
"'"" . 
"' ... 
2 
' 3 
3 
3 
4 
3 
3 
2 
3 
2 
3 
• 
• • ~c 
u-< 
... 
00 
.... 
"" o> om 
U'O 
• 0 
"" . ... 
.., 
.,, 
'" ..... 
" 
"" ••
. ., 
u •• 
""'" . .,. 
"'"'" 
"'"'"' ..... 
" ... 
""-" 
""" 
., 
... . 
2 
3 
2 
2 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
2 
3 
4 
B 
" •l 
"' 
" ... 
" • ii 
.ll 
• 
• • 
" 
, . 
00 
u~ 
,., 
"'"' . ... 
"-" • u 
., 
. " ..... 
. 
"' ... 
3 
' 3
' 3 
4 
3 
2 
3 
2 
3 
3 
3 
~ 
.., 
.. 
.. 
0 
.. 
"' 0 
~ 
" ., 
.. 
,. 
23 
17 
,. 
,. 
, 
,. 
20 
16 
20 
,. 
20 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
TOTALS 1137 1134 1134 1120 1114 f122.5f761.5! 
MEANS t3.425!3.3sot3.350f3.ooot2.85oi3.062f 1 
fV.MEAN I f3.1731 IP.T. MEAN I (19.001 
* · Denotes reverse-scared item. 
p.E.A.C. QUESTIONNAIRE 
PAR!;;MTS 
----------------------------------------------------I 
I FUTURE DIRECTIONS I 
--------~-----------------------------------------1 
I I 
1'0 • I ... 
10: c • .0 j;l "' I .... 0 • '"' 4 I"' ,. ... ... I 
" 
... .... , • AGREE 12 ... " . •o ... u I 
" 
U01 > . • .... STRONGLY I .aJ c • • ... .<: • I • ... .. . • • I 0 m• '" 
. ., 
• '0.0 I c ... 
"Jil ,. .0 • "' 1;, "" ... U'O I 0.0 • • , .... 
'"' 3 1-a ,~ >C , ... " I •• oc 
" 
"0 .. 
I AGREE 1.8 o• "'" 
.co 0 0.<: I 
"''" 
, 
" 
1.<: .... .. 
I I • ... .... "'" • I ..... S·'"' . .... me 0 I I •• "Jil o.c • • • • I •• .-<U 00 • • . , .. I 2 I ., .... .0 """ .... ., I 
"" • 
o ... • mo .... !DISAGREE I oo •• "0 c 00 ....... I o.c .....
"' 
• • '"'"" 
u.c z 
I I u 
" 
• 
., uu u • I ... 'OC " u • U'O • • ~"'~ 0 I I · 0 .co 
""" 
..... . I 00 ., .... 0 .. .... ..... Ql oc .....~ 
"' I 1 I ·"" .... ., "'"' . "'""" 
• > 
"" 
I 
"'" 
•• """ "" 
.. 0 C.-< .. :~~:~~:~~~ ~~ " coo . . ........ I 1!8. ... 0 ""0 "'" ....... .. "" u oou .  ••> I I 1"' .... 0<0 ... "'"' 0.0 ..... .. I I I 
I I . I 
. • I . . 1 .. 
"" 
.. I"' I 
IN).!MB!i:B I" • "' 
1.-< < I .-< • 
"' 
• IN I I I I 
I 1 4 4 I 3 I 1 1 I 1 14 I 
J 2 4 I 3 I 2 I 1 4 I 4 18 I 
I ~ 3 I 3 I 2 I 3 2 I 3 16 I 
I ; ~ I ~ I 2 I 3 I 3 I 3 15 I 
5 
' 
I 3 I 2 I 3 I 3 I 2 !7 I 
6 I 1 I 3 I I 2. 5 I 2 I 3 12. 5 1 
7 I 3 I 3 I 3 I 2 I 2 I 2 15 I 
8 I 4 I 2. 5 2 I 2. 5 I 2 4 17 I 
9 3 I 2 '~ I 1 I 2 I ! 2 12.51 
10 I 3 I 3 I 3 3 I 2 3 !7 I 
1 ! I 3 I 3 I 2 ! I 2 2 14 I 
1~ I 3 I 3 I 1 3 I 3 2 15 I 
13 3 I 2 I 3 2 I 2 2 14 I 
14 3 I 3 I 2 1 I 3 ! 13 I 
15 I 3 I 1 2 3 I 2 I 4 ! 5 
1~ I 1 I 2 1 2 I 1 3 10 
17 4 I 2 ! I 1 1 11 
18 4 I ~ 2 1 I ! 2 u 
12 4 3 3 3 I 3 2 18 ,, l ~ 1 ~ I ~ 2 1o 
21 3 ~ ~ 1 I 2 4 ! 5 
22 1 2 1 3 I 1 3 1 ! 
23 4 1 1 ~ 4 1 14 
24 I 3 2,5 _L 2 3 2 3 15.51 
25 I 3 I 3 I 3 I 3 3 16 I ' ! 
2~ 4 I 3 2 I 2 ~ 1 15 I 
' 27 3 I 3 2 I 3 ! 3 16 I ' r 
• . Denotes reverse· scored item . I 
r 
. 
,, 
P.E.A.C, QUESTIONNAIRE 
PARENTS 
I 
I I FUTURE DIRECTIONS 
--------~-----------------------------------------
4 
AGREE 
STRONGLY 
3 
AGREE 
2 
jDISAGREE 
I 
I 
I , 
JOISAGREE 
JSTRONGLY 
I 
I 
\NUMBER 
I 28 
I 29 
I 30 
31 
32 
33 
34 
35 
36 
37 
38 
39 
40 
41 
42 
43 
44 
45 
46 
1 
48 
4 
LSD 
51 
I TOTALS 
I HF.ANS 
JV.HEAN 
, 
... • 
. 
• ... " .. 
,. 
"' 
..., 
• ... "' .Q 
" ""' • • • 
" • 
.... 
0 • • .. 
• 
.,. . ., 
"" 
• , 0.0 • ... 
" 
>C 
0 'OU •• 0 o• .. " .. .... 
"' • ., . .... .... e·" 
•• e.,; ... 
•• '"'" 
"" 
.... .Q 
0 • 
... 
00 •• "0 o.c ....
"'• u " ... ., . "" 
. 
• 0 .co 
""" uo , ... iOniQl ... ... ., 
"'"' . 
"'" ·~ """ • • •••.. 
.l!!l.  ., 0 •• "" u ..... ... ...
. 
. . ... 
... • 
"' 
... • 
4 3 2 
4 4 
3 3 2 
4 , 1 
2 3 2 
3 3 2 
3 3 2 
2 3 2 
3 3 2 
4 3 2 
3 3 2 
3 3 2 
4 3 3 
I 
I 0 
1.-< 
1.0 
" • • ... 
.... , 
"" 
... 
> • • ..., .. 
. 
... • 
"' . .Q ... 
e., 
"' ... 
•• 0 ... 0 
" 
.. 
"'" 
• .... 
0 • 00 •• .. ., .... 
• •• 
• •• •• .....
"" 
uu 
u" • • ..... . 
....... uc 
o..c. 
"" 
• • 
..:o 
• 0 
. 
""0 
"'" oou .  ,. .. . .
. . 
"' 
... 
... • N 
3 3 
2 3 
3 3 
4 
3 , 
, 
2 2 
2 2 
2 2 
, 2 
, 3 
3 3 
2 3 
"' ... ... 
• u 
... 
m • 
'0.0 
• U'O 
.... 
0 
"0 I O.C 
... 
•• 
•• 
"" . ., .... 
'"''" u.<: u • 
• • e'tl'"' 
.... ;11 ...,~.-t 
..... Ql• ... 
....... 
••> ..... 
"' • 
"' 
3 
, 
, 
, 
2 
2 
2 
3 
3 
4 
, 
3 
3 
.. 
" 
"' ..
0 
.. 
" 0 
.. 
"' .. 
.. 
18 
15 
15 
12 
13 
12 
14 
14 
15 
16 
13 
17 
18 
J125 1107.51 78 I 91 I 90 I 93 J584.5! 
J3.12512 .687J1.950 J2. 275J2. 250 I 2.3251 I 
I 12.4351 JP.T. MEAN I 114.611 
• • Denotes reverse-scored item. 
! 
' I
~ 
l 
l 
I 
i 
r 
i 
I 
I 
! 
i 
! 
' i 
' i 
' 
' ! 
I 
t 
I 
r 
P.E.A.C, QijESTJONNAIRE 
PARE!fTS 
I I 
I I KNOYLEDGE 
1--------~-----------------------------------------l I ... I " 
I"' I I · , C) I 0 I I . • I .c 
I 4 I .( Cll • I Ill • ,j.J IJI I 
I AGREE I ""!~-g: M 
STRONGLY I /l.o~~ I~ 
3 
I OIPI:J I qJ 
" " > I '"" ~Ill .-I "0 0 
I J.IIW'C > 
. " " AGREE I g'~td ..... 
2 
I lor Ill Ill .-I 
"" . I s:: m Ql ~ 0 QI.C ... 
I '"" u u 41 • ~Qll(l '"''C 
DISAGREE! ~=.:f {1~ 
I o..-~ e , '"' 
I ...., 0 Cll ::I c:mo mo 
, .... =~ :g 
OISAGREEj e~= ~QI 
STRONGLYf 00.-1 CQI I 1 :~:uo H.Q I • 
I 'anil:~ 
JNUMBER I 1 
I 1 2 I 3 
2 1 3 
3 3 2 
4 3 3 
5 3 
6 2 
7 3 
8 3 2 
9 2 3 
10 3 2 
11 2 2 
12 2 2 
13 2 2 
14 2 2 
15 4 3 
16 2 
17 3 2 
)8 2 2 
19 3 2 
20 2 3 
21 2 
' 22 2 2 
23 
24 1 2 
25 2 3 
26 3 3 
27 2 3 
• 
.c 
" 
"" 
"" ~· 
"" ~&G. 
•• 
"" 
•• ·~ ~ 
•• 
"" . ., 
"'" ••
"" 10. e • OC) 
u • 
" •• 
"'" 0 • ,. ..
. 
"' ..... 
1 
2 
2 
2 
3 
3 
2 
3 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
3 
3 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
3 
~ 
..,,., 
........ 
~" 
"'" u. 
.... 
"" 
.E. 
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P.E.A.C. QUESTIONNAIRE 
PARENTS 
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• • I • • I 
I 1~.~ ~.~ ~~.$: 1 I 
!NUMBER I ! ! I 
I ZB 3 Z 2 3 3 1 14 I 
l 29 3 3 3 4 3 2 18 I 
I 30 3 2.5 2 14.5! 
I 31 2 3 2 12 I 
32 2.5 2 2 13.'i.l 
33 3 2 4 14 
34 2 2 2 12 
35 3 2 3 14 
36 2 2 2 12 
37 3 2 3 15 
38 2 3 3 16 
39 3 3 3 17 
40 2 3 2 2 3 2 14 
41 I I I 
42 L I I I 
43 I I I 
44 I I 
45 I I I I I 
46 I I I 
1 47 I I I I I I 
48 I I I I I 
49 I I I 
1 so L _I I I i I I I 
51 I I 
52 I I I I 
I I 
1 TOTAlS I 90 l 93 I 84 I 94.5J 93.5] 85 )540 
I MEANS J2.250J2.32512.10DI2.362f2.338!2.1251 
JV.HEAN I J~.2SOJ jP.T. MEAN I 113.501 
* · Denotes reverse-scored item. 
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. I . I . 
I . . .... "' 1-< I"' I ... 
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.. 11 .... .... IN I C'L /NUMBER I I 
I 1 3 2 I 3 4 I 3 I 3 18 
I 2 3 3 I 3 3 I 2 I 3 17 
I ~ 4 3 I ~ 3 I 3 
' 
3 J9 
I 4 3 4 I 2 3 I 3 3 18 
I 5 3 3 I 3 2 I 3 3 J7 
I 6 3 1 I 3 4 I 4 3 J8 
7 3 4 4 4 I ~ 4 o2 
8 3 ~ 4 3 I 3 3 19 
9 4 I ! 4 4 I 4 4 o4 
10 3 I ~ 3 4 I 3 4 ,, 
J1 3 I 
' 
3 4 I 3 3 18 I 
12 4 ! 3 4 I 3 4 o2 I 
13 
' 
3 3 3 I 2. 5 3 16.51 
14 3 ! 3 2 I 3 4 J9 I 
15 
16 
17 
18 
1 
20 
21 
2 
23 
24 
" 26 
27 
TOTALS I 44 I 43 I 44 I 47 I 42.5/ 47 1267.51 
MEA!Hi J3.143/3 ,07113 .143/3.357J3.036J3.357/ 
JV.~EAfj I /3,184/ (P. T. I 119 .101 ' MEAH I
• . Denotes reverse·scored item. l 
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~~-A.C. QUESTIONNAIRE 
TEACHERS 
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1 3 3 
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4 3 3 
. 
" N 
3 
3 
3 
4 
4 
4 
4 
2 
3 
4 
3 
4 
4 
2 
z 
0 
"' 
"' ., 
.. 
15 
18 
15 
16. 5 
16 
17 
21 
19 
17 
19 
17 
16 
20 
18 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
TOT A\,S 1 32 1 44 1 37.51 44 1 40 1 47 1244.51 
MEANS 12.286f3.143l2.679!3.143l2.857\3.~571 I 
IV.HEAN I f2.911l fP.T. MEAN I j17.46f 
* · Denotes reverse·scored item. 
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P. E. A. C. QUESTIONNAIRE 
TEaCHERS 
----------------------------------------------------I 
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I J 3 2 2 3 3 14 I 
I 2 2 2 3 3 3 3 16 I 
3 3 3 4 3 3 3 19 I 
4 2 3 3 2 1 3 J4 I 
5 3 3 3 2 2 3 16 I 
6 4 3 3 3 2. 5 3 18. 5 1 
l 3 ~ 4 ~ 4 4 23 I 
8 3 3 3 3 3 3 18 I 
9 4 4 4 3 3 4 22 I 
10 2 2 l 3 4 3 16 L 
J1 3 2 l 3 3 3 17 I 
12 2 4 3 3 3 3 18 I 
13 3 3 2,5 2.5 3 2 16 I 
'14 2 3 3 2 3 3 16 I 
15 
16 
1 7 
8 
19 
0 
21 
23 
24 
2 
26 
I TOTALS I 39 I 41 1 42.5) 39.5) 38.51 43 )Z43.5) 
I MEANS IZ.78612.9Z9)3.036!2.321!2.75DJ3.071! 
IV.HEAN I )2.899j JP.T. MEAN I 117.39) 
* · Denotes reverse-scored item. . 
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p.E.A.C. QUESTIONNAIRE 
TEACHER$ 
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/NUMBER .. • "' 
... • .... < IN • N I 
I 1 2 2 1 l 9 
I 1 3 2 1 2 1 3 13 
I 3 4 3 2 3 l 3 17 
4 3 3 2 3 J 2 14 
5 3 3 2 1 4 ! 5 
~ 3 3 3 2 1 3 16 
7 3 3 1 1 , I 
8 3 3 2 2 1 3 15 ! 
9 4 4 2 1 l 1 14 I 
10 4 3 4 1 2 3 J7 I 
, ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ 3 18 I 
1o ! 3 1 2 ~ 4 18 I 
J3 3 3 3 3 ~ 2.5 17.51 
14 4 3 2 3 1 4 1Z I 
15 
16 
1 
18 
19 
20 
2 1 
22 
23 
24 
25 
26 
27 
TOTALS I 46 I !1 I 30 I 29 I 2§ I 3Z.SI211.SI 
MEaNs J3,286IS·2~9j2.143J2,DZ112 .ooo 12,6721 
JV,MEAH I JS,518J 1 e. r. MEAN I 115.101 i 
• . Denotes reverse·scored item. I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
i 
! 
p.E.A.C. QUESTIONNAIRE 
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3 2 13 
2 12 
3 2 17 
3 1 10 
2 , 
3 , 
2 2 13 
2 14 
TOTALS I 25 I 35 I 24 I 32.51 31 I 17 1164.5] 
MEANS I1.7861?.50Df1.71412.321!2.214!1.2141 I 
fV.NEAN I !1.958! IP.T. MEAN I {11.751 
* · Denotes reverse·scored item. 
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